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A STATEMENT. 

dsc. 



The following statement is put forth by me at 
this time by advice of friends, in consequence of 
the many misapprehensions which prevail, and the 
mis-statements which have been made, as to the 
course pursued by myself in a matter which has 
excited deep interest in the Church. 

R. Capetown* 

The Sees of Natal and Grahamstown were founded 
in the year 1853. They had previously formed 
part (with the Orange Free State and St. Helena) 
of the vast original diocese of Capetown, whose 
extreme limits were separated from each other by 
nearly 3,000 miles. It was chiefly to procure a 
subdivision of the Diocese that I returned to Eng- 
land in 1852. Having succeeded in obtaining the 
necessary endowments, the Duke of Newcastle, then 
Colonial Secretary, consented on behalf of the 
Crown to the issue of. Letters Patent. Almost all 
the arrjmgements for carrying out the plan fell of 
necessity upon myself, and cost me much labour 
and (tnxiety. Bishop Armstrong was accepted, 
qhi^fly on my recommendation, as first Bishop of 
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2 SUBDIVISION OF THE 

GrahamstowD ; Dr. Colenso as first Bishop of Natal. 
The late revered Archbishop of Canterbury in both 
cases concurred in the selection, and gave the 
formal consent and recommendation which was 
required. The two Bishops were consecrated at 
Lambeth on Nov. 30, 1853, 1 taking part in the 
consecration as Metropolitan Bishop of Capetown, 
it having bee n decided by the Episcopate q£ the 
jnurcn, who met by invitation of the Archb ishop 
^0 oonsifer the question of Metropolit^Qa» -^ ^hat, 
/al^e town should be a i vf etropolitical See, and "th at 
Me^dpolitan. , The Letters Patent 
be See a Metropohtical See were not 



mstituting tbe see a Metropc 
t hen iggued; but Dr. Colenso, at his consecration, took 

le oath of canonical obedience to me as Metro- 
politan ; and after the issue of Letters Patent he took 
it again. The form of the oath was as follows : — 

"I, John William Colenso, Doctor in Divinity, 
appointed Bishop of the See and Diocese of Natal, 
do profess and promise all due reverence and obe- 
dience to the Metropolitan Bishop of Capetown, and 
to his successors, and to the Metropolitical Church 
of St. George, Capetown. So help me GOD, through 
Jesus Christ. 

" (Signed) J. W. Natal." 

It is a mistake to suppose that I ever resigned 
my first Letters Patent. I resigned my See, be- 
cause, sede plendy it was ruled by Sir J. Harding, 
Queen's Advocate, and Sir K. Bethell, that a division 
could not take place. My Letters Patent are still 



\ 



SEE OP CAPETOWN. 3 

in my possession. The form of my resignation was 
as follows >-^ 

" In the name of GOD, Amen. Whereas Her 
Majesty the Queen did, in and by certain letters 
patent under the Great Seal of the United Kingdom 
of Great Britain and Ireland, bearing date the 25th 
day of June in the year of our Lord 1847, and in 
the tenth year of her reign, erect, found, make, 
ordain and oonstitute the oolony or settlement of 
the Cape of Good Hope and the island of St. 
Helena into a Bishop's see or diocese, to be styled 
the Bishoprio of Capetown, and did by the said 
letters patent, nominate and appoint me, Robert 
Gray, Doctor in Divinity, to be Bishop of the said 
see for the term of my natural life, subject, never* 
theless, to the right of resignation by me of the 
said see or bishopric, by an instrument under my 
hand and seal, to be delivered or sent to the Arch- 
bishop of Canterbury for the time being, and to be 
by him accepted and registered in his Office of 
Faculties: And whereas I, the said Robert Gray, 
having been first duly consecrated thereto, took 
upon myself the office of Bishop of the said see, and 
am now the true and lawful Bishop and Pastor 
thereof: And whereas, by reason of the great ex- 
tent of the said see or diocese, the pastoral duties 
thereof cannot be adequately performed by one 
Bishop only, and it is desirable that the same 
shoidd be divided into three or more distinct and 
separate seei^ or dioceses : And whereas the resigna- 
tion of the office of Bishop of the said see or diocese, 
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4 APPOINTMENT OF DR. COLENSO 

as Gonstituted and conferred upon me by the said 
letters patent^ might render such division of the 
said see or diocese more convenient and practicable : 
Now, therefore, before you, Felix Knyvett, notary 
public, and credible witnesses here present, I, the 
said Robert Gray, Bishop of Capetown, for the rea- 
sons befor e-men tioned, and for divers just and lawful 
causes me hereunto especially moving, do oy this 
instrument under my hand and seal, without com- 
pulsion, fraud, or deceit, freely, simply, and abso- 
lutely resign, yield up, and surrender, an d vacate 
my said bish opric or see of Capetown, and all and 
smgular the rights, privileges, members and appur- 
tenances thereunto belonging, i nto the hands of you r 
Grace the Lord Archbishop of Canterbury , such 
my resignation bemg computed from and to take 
effect on the 23 rd day of November, in the year of 
our Lord 1853, and not before. Humbly praying 
that your Grace will be pleased to accept this my 
resignation under my hand and seal, and to register 
or cause the same to be registered in your Office 
of Faculties : and I do hereby nominate, constitute 
and appoint Thomas J. Hardy and G. Lipscomb, of 
Lambeth Palace in thp County of Surrey, and each 
of them, my proctors or substitutes, proctor or sub- 
stitute, to exhibit and deliver ,this my resignation to 
your Grace, and in my name to pray that your Grace 
will be pleased to accept and register the same. 

** In witness whereof, I, the said Robert Gray, 
have hereunto set my hand and seal this 23rd day 
of November in the year of our Lord 1853. 

'* (Signed) R. Capetown." 
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The selection of Dr. Colenso was made in the 
following way. I had been anxious to secure the 
services o f Dr. Hills, Vicar of Great Yarmouth, 
now Bishop of British (Columbia, for the work of 
the Church in South Africa. He declined the 
post offered to him, but su g gested the name of 
Dr. ColensO) w ho lived in tiis neighbourhood, and 
was very ssealous in behalf of missions. Several 
other Clergymen of much weight of character, and 
some Laity of k nown devoti on, concurring in Dr. 
llills' estimaie^f Dr. Colenso, I wrote to Bishop 
Hindg, then Bishop of Norwich, who joined warmly 
in the recommendation. The testimonials furnished 
to me were laid before the Archbishop, who ex- 
pressed his readiness to recommend, the under- 
standing with the Crown having been, from the 
beginning of the movement for the foundation of 
Colonial Sees in 1840, that the Archbishop should 
recommend ; the Crown, through the Secretary of 
State for the Colonies, nominate. 

These are the circumstances which led to the 
appointment of Dr. Colenso as Bishop of Natal. 
After his appointment, and while he was Bishop 
designate, we travelled together over portions of 
Norfolk and Suffolk^ attending meetings for the 
purpose of raising funds for Missions in Africa. 
At the time, I was in a weak state of health from 
over-work, and over-excitement, arising out of the 
condition of my vast Diocese, and I was watched 
over arid cared for very tenderly by him who had 
undertaken to become my fellow-labourer. From 
that time, until the period of Dr. Colenso's return 



6 DIFFERENCES OF OPINION 

to England to publish the first part of hk work on 
the Pentateuoh, in 1862, we were as brothers. Our 
correspondence was unceasing and most confiden- 
tial. He had many troubles and trials from his 
first arrival in the Diocese, arising in no small 
degree from the unsettled state of things in the 
Church itself, and the way in which Bishops were 
sent forth by the Mother Church to found and 
organize Churches in all parts of the Colonial Em- 
pire, as best they might, without any code of in- 
structions — without counsel or guidance of any kind 
— without any Board of Missions, or other recog- 
nized authority to which they could appeal for 
help in the solution of difficulties, or for advice 
as to the course to be pursued in critical circum- 
stances. In consequence of my being the founder 
of the work of the Church in Natal, and my con- 
nexion with all that had previously taken place 
there, and because also of the relation in which I 
stood as Metropolitan to the new Diocese, I was 
consulted, by both Bishop and Clergy, about every- 
thing that happened, and gave what help I could. in 
the solution of difficulties, as the large correspon- 
dence still to a great extent in my possession would, 
if needful, abundantly testify. I mention these 
thii^ because the course pursued with reference to 
Dr. Colenso since the publication of his later works, 
has been most fiEilsely attributed to personal feelings, 
and the odium theologicum ; whereas the very reverse 
is the case. We were intiig ftta frif n^g^ coming out 
in the same ship, corresponding with great freffllom 
and affection up to the time of his last visit to 
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Engkikd ; and the necessity whiofa arose for taking 
proceedings against him was a great cause of distress. 
On the two followiDg matters only, so for as I 
can remember, bad I, before then^ been constrained 
to differ from him ; for on the polygamy question, 
which caused great excitement, and much opposition 
in the Diocese, I abstained from expressing any de- 
cided opinion, believing that the subject was one for 
the consideration and determination of a Synod of 
the Church. The points upon which I did not agree 
with him had reference to — 

I. The formation of his Church CounciL 

II. T Jje views which he put forward on the sub- 
ject of^the Eucharist. 

Upon each of th^ese subjects I was consulted both 
by the Bishop and Clergy ; and the former was 
brought by the Bishop before the Archbishop of 
Canterbury. 

The body which he had agreed should be formed 
for laying down rules for the government of the 
Church in Natal, was to consist of 1st, the Bishop ; 
2nd, the Clergy and Laity. These latter were to 
vote together as one body, b ut the Laity were always 
to exceed the Clergy in number. About half the 



C lergy refused to 9^[\ in suyh an assembly. I thought 
l^iey were right in declining. At first, the Arch- 
bishop, not perceiving the gravity of the point at 
iflstie, which affected the position and powers of the 
Clergy as a distinct order in the Chur ch, took *the 
Bi shop's view. After he was in possession of all the 
fe ctsne did not con cur. The Bishop's teaching on 
fhe Jjlucharist was referred to me, both by the 
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Bishop himself and by the Clergy. I thought that 
the Bishop's language, however unguarded and un* 
satisfactory, was capable of being construed con- 
sistently with the formularies of the Church, and I 
said so, while regretting greatly that he had spoken 
as he had dona My object throughout was to sup« 
port the Bishop where, and so far as I fairly could ; 
to allay the heats that had arisen ; to restore har- 
mony, and maintain order, and secure the obedience 
which was due. I n my efforts to accomplish this, I 
know that I made t he hearts of faithful men sad : — 
tnat they who thougiit that they were contending 
for great principles which were endangered, felt dis- 
couraged, and even aggrieved. It was not till the 
period arrived for the consecration of Bishop Macken- 
zie (Dec. 1860), that I became myself really anxious 
about my brother's state of mind. On his arrival, 
I perceived a change, a gloom, a reserve, a reluct ance 
to speak fully out w hat was in his mind, while yet 
there were many painful half utterances. This was 
obvious to all. It distressed Bishop Mackenzie as 
much as myself; and the Bishop of Colombo, then 
Bishop of St. Helena, bad much conversation 
with him on points upon which he seemed to be 
troubled. He concurred, -however, in most of the 
proceedings of the Conference of Bishops, and took 
part in his friend's consecration. 

At this time, he has told us (Pre&ce — Pentateuch, 
Part I., p. xiii.) that he had not arrived at the con- 
clusions which he reached when he began to publish 
on the Old Testament. In June, however, of'^ihe 
following year (1861), six months after our Con- 
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ference, he had published his new Translation and 
Exposition of the Epistle to the Eomans, which 
many have regarded as containing evidence of a 
wider departure from the faith than even his works 
on the Pentateuch. 

It was sent by him to me. After entreating him 
in vain not to publish but to withdraw it, I felt it 
my duty (in concurrence with the views of the other 
Bishops of the Province), to submit the book and 
the. correspondence concerning it, which had passed 
between Bishop Colenso and myself, to the Arch- 
bishop of Canterbury (Archbishop Sumner), and to 
invite his counsel, and that of the other Bishops of 
the Church of England, concerning it, and my duty 
with reference to it. 

The following is a copy of the letter which I ad* 
dressed to his Grace, dated November 12, 1861 : — 

" Mt Lord Archbishop, 

"It is with very great pain that I forward for 
your Grace's consideration a copy of a Commentary 
on the Epistle to the Romans, recently published by 
the Bishop of Natal, and ask you to counsel me as to 
my duties and responsibilities with reference to it. 
The volume appears to me, I confess, amidst much 
that is excellent, to contain unsound opinions upon 
many points of deep importance, more especially 
with reference to the Inspiration of Holy Scrip- 
ture, the doctrine of the Atonement, and eternal 
punishment. The questions which I desire to pro- 
pose to your Grace, and through your Grace to the 
Bishops of your Province, are — 
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*^ First Whether the Bishop's teaching is so erro- 
neous as to make it to be a duty which the Church 
owes to her Lord and to her members to rid her- 
self of the guilt of sharing in it ? 

^' Second. If so, in what way this should be done 1 
Whether by eynodical oondemnationy or ixnly or in 
some other way 1 

** I think it right to forward to your Grace a copy 
of the correspondence which has already passed on 
the subject between the Bishop and myself; also, 
a copy of a correspondence forwarded to me by 
the Dean of Pietermaritzbiirg and Archdeacon 
Feame. 

*^ I have also been m correspondence on the same 
subject with the Bishops of Grahamstown and St. 
Helena. The Bishop of Grahamstown, who has 
himself been in correspondence with the Bishop of 
Natal about his book, takes precisely the same view 
of our brother's teaching with myself, and feels as 
strongly as I do that it cannot be left unnoticed ; 
but with me, he is in doubt as to the way in which 
we should proceed. The Bishop of St. Helena had 
not seen the work when I last heard from him. The 
book has excited great uneasiness and alarm amongst 
both Clergy and Laity in this Province, and I am 
appealed to in various ways to take action upon the 
subject. 

"Whatever is to be done, I presume that the 
responsibility of proceeding rests chiefly with myself. 
Much as I love and in many respects admire my 
brother, from whom I feel that I may learn a great 
deal, I shall not, I trust, allow private feelings to 
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interfere with the discharge of duty, when I oam 
make up my mind an to what my duty is. 

*' Your Grace will I am sure, feel that in a matter 
of so grave a character, and happily so novel in our 
Church, I may be permitted to seek for counsel from 
the Fathers of the Church at home. 

'^Praying that God may guide us all into the 
truth, I have the honour to be, 

'' Your Grace's &ithful and obedient servant, 

" iEL Capetown." 

The teaching of the Bishop in his Commentary 
was formally examined by the Bishops of the 
Church of England, who met in May, 1862, under 
the presidency of the present Archbishop of Canter- 
bury (then Archbishop of York); Archbishop Sumner 
being at the time too feeble to be present, but taking 
a very deep interest in the subject. 

Before I could receive any reply to my communi- 
cation, the death of Bishop Mackenzie, and the very 
critical condition of the Zambesi Mission, made me 
feel it to be my duty, after consultation with the 
Clergy around me, to go at once to England, though 
I had arranged for a visitation of my Diocese. 

On my arrival I was informed by several Bishops 
that it was thought that, as the two Archbishops 
might very possibly be called upon to decide judi- 
cially upon the Bishop's teaching, they ought not to 
commit themselves previously, by giving counsel, or 
ezpresdng any judgment upon the work submitted 
to them. Most of the Bishops, however, who were 
present at the meeting in May wrote to me privately 
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to express their conyiction of the unsoandness of the 
teaching in the Commentary on the Romans ; and 
Archbishop Sumner added (I refer to it because of 
the criticism of others), " I ^am greatly struck by 
^he mild ness a nd conciliatonr spirit which you have 
united with the firmness and decision exhibited in 
the whole of your distressing correspondence with 
the Bishop of Natal." 

During my voyage to England, a fellow-passenger, 
formerly a Clergyman in my own Diocese, who had 
joined the Zambesi Mission, and had touched at Natal 
on his way home, informed me that Bishop Coleuso 
had privately printed and circulated amongst some 
friends in Natal, a nother work attacking th< 
tateuch : that he had lent it to him to read ; and 
that being about to visit England, he intended to 
publish it there. 

On the Bishop reaching England, which he did 
soon after myself, I addressed the following letter 
to him : — 

"Augusts, 1862. 

" My Dear Brother, 

** You would be surprised to find me in England. 
I did not make up my mind till three or four days 
before sailing. The Clergy, however, urged me 
very strongly in the critical state of the Mission. 
I am glad that I came. I did so very reluctantly, 
for I had arranged for a Visitation, upon which I 
should now have been. I found on arriving that 
the Bishops had discussed, at a meeting, our cor- 
respondence and your Commentary. All, I believe. 
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felt the gravity of the subject ; and some expressed 
themselves very strongly. Since my arrival in 
England I have conversed with several of them, 
and had communications with others. The desire 



on the part of some has been very strong, that two 
or three of the bishops should meet you, and d is- 
c uss the subjecj; with you lovingly, as brethren; 
in the hope that they might be able to satisfy you 
that you were in error on certain points ; and that 
nothing in the meantime should be done on your 
part, to compromise yourself or the Church further. 

" I need not say, that, at this late period of the 
season, all have dispersed to their dioceses, and that 
it would require some little time to get two or three 
together, at a time which would suit the con- 
venience of all. If you are willing to meet them, 
I will make the attempt. 

" Since leaving the Cape, I have heard that it 
was known both there and here, that you have 
another work, it is said, deuying the authenticity 
and inspiration of the Pe ntateuch, already in print. 
H was asked repeatedly ii 1 had seen it, on my 
arrival here. Amongst others, the Bishop of La- 
buan seems to have spoken about it. If there be 
such a book, let me entreat you not to publish it, 
at least, until after your interview with our bre- 
thren at home. I am sure that the true Christian 
course is that which I have suggested. I came up 
here to preach : I believe that I must leave town 
on Monday next. My wife joins in kind regards to 
Mrs. Colenso. The Archbishop is in a very pre- 
carious state : he feels this case very deeply, but 
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is not well enough to act in it himself. He wrote 
to me about it, and I have conversed with him 
since I came home. 

« Ever affectionately yours, 

"R. Capetown." 

I give this letter at length, because Dr. Colenso^ 
in a work published in 1864, entitled, ^^ Eemarks 
on the Recent Proceedings and Charge of the Bishop 
of Capetown," while professing to "state what 
occurred " on his arrival in England, " and to sup- 
port his statement by the necessary documents,'' 
gave my other letters, but suppressed this , upon 
which he founds a distinct charge (Remarks, p. 
40. — Appendix iv. p. 81). In that pamphlet — 
which contains many untrue statements regardin g 
myself,^ to wbtcn 1 have never replied, because I 
have shrunk from bringing down the great cause 
which was at issue to the -level of a personal con- 
troversy — ^he gives a very touching letter addressed 
to him by the Bishop of Oxford. "To this 
affectionate appeal," he says, "I was about to 
respond at once in the same spirit, accepting 
heartily the invitation given, when another post 
on the same day brought me a letter from the 
Bishop of Capetown, which seemed to change 




\ practically to be 'convened' by him as Me- 
tropolitan, before a bench of Bishops, for my 
offences." My letter, as^ g ygQ g abovfir — r^ 
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othera to judge whether Dr. Colqnso was justified 
i n speaking of it as he did — is dated August 8.' 
His reply, as giyen by himself, to the Bishop 
of Oxford, is dated August 9, in which he '^ declines 
his very kind invitation," without any reference 
whatever to anything offensive in mine. I did 
not write again till August 12th, and then in the 
same strain ; pleading earnestly, and, as 1 thought, 
tenderly, with one who had been to me as a 
brother, and on whose own account, as well as for 
the sake of the Church, I was most anxious that 
he should have an interview with some of the 
Bishops of the Church, far more learned, and more 
able to convince him of his erroneous views than 
myself. The Archbishop of York (now Arohbisho^^^^^ X^ 
of Canterbury), the Bishops of Oxford and Lincoln, l^f 
had all consented to come to London for a brotherly 1/ 

conference and discussion with one whom they 
thought to be in grievous error. Having foiled ij 
my end e avour , I considered that my own responsi- 
l)iuties were tor the present at an end ; though, as 
the Commentary on the Romans had been form- 
ally presented to me, as Metropolitan, by the Dean 
of Maritzburg, and by Archdeacon Fearne, I saw 
that I could not be altogether silent, even if I 
should receive no official counsel from the English 
Bishops. 

The work on the Pentateuch was shortly after- 
wards published, and 'followed rapidly by succeeding 
parts. The weakness of this attack upon God's 
Holy Word was apparent to the theologian, if not 
to every well-informed reader. The startling 
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sight, however, of a Bishop pulling the Bihle to 
pieces, gave for the time great notoriety to the 
work, and roused the indignation of many. Ee- 
proaches began to be cast upon me for my silence 
and apparent unconcern. 

On November 25th, therefore, I addressed the 
following letter to His Grace the Archbishop of 
Canterbury : — 

" My dear Lord, 

" The communications which I receive respecting 
this last sad book of the Bishop of Natal^ make 
me feel how necessary it is that I, at least, should 
decide what my own course, as Metropolitan, should 
be. Men are getting impatient, even under the 
present short delay, and I have just received a 
memorial from the English Church Union, caUing 
upon me to take action in the matter. I do not 
like to move without the counsel and advice of the 
Church at home, or, at least, without informing 
your Grpce of the course which I may feel it to 
be my duty to adopt. Could I see your Grace on 
Saturday morning at Lambeth 1 or, if not, on 
Thursday ? 

« Believe me ever faithfully yours, 

" R. Capetown^*' 

In course of time the scandal occasioned by 
these publications became so great that men began 
to move in various directions. Addresses were 
forwarded from clergy and laity to Bishops, and 
to Convocation ; and the Society/ for the Propaga- 
tion of the Gospel formally appealed to the Arch- 
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bishop of Canterbury, as their President, to advise 
them as to the course which they ought to pursue, 
the Bishop of Natal being one of their Yice-Pre- 
sidetits, and having the oversight of extensive 
missions supported by them, in and beyond 
Natal. 

P^fore replying to the Society's question, and 
perceiving the growing agitation in the Church, 
which could only be calmed by the action of the 
Bishops, th e Archbishop, under circumstances so 
new and so painful, thought it to be his duty to 
summon all the English Bishops , together with such 
of the Irish and Colonial Bishops as were then in 
England, for the consideration of the question, as 
to the proper mode of dealing with the case of the 
Bishop of Natal. 

The Bishops assembled in considerable numbers 
on February 4th, 1863, and in reply to the Arch- 
bishop's request for counsel, '^ Respectfully advi$«ed 
his Grace that the circumstances of the case of the 
Bishop of Natal were such as, in their judgme nt, to_ 
necessary for the Society to withhold its 
confidence fronL that Bishop, until he had been 
cleared from the charges notoriously incurred by 
him.'' 

The Archbishop brought then under the notice 
of tlie Bishops the subject of the Bishop of Natal's 
publications; expressed his own convictions that 
they could not be overlooked ; that he, as Primate, 
coHid not take, at least in the present stage, legal 
proceedings ; and as ked me whether I had con 
sidered what my duties as Metropolitan were, and 
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had formed any opinion as to my proper course of 
action ] To this I replied in substance, that I need 
scarcely say that the subject had caused me the 
deepest anxiety : that I had taken counsel with 
others as to my powers and position with reference 
to this case, and had been advised that I could take 
no action in England ; nor in Africa until my office 
was promoted, and the sale of the Bishop's books 
there was proved. That the Letters Patent which 
constituted me Metropolitan were at th at very 
moment under discussion before the Judicial Com- 
imttee (the Ltong trial was men actu ally go ings on), 
and might mateilally anect my legal powers. That 
I trusted that I should do my duty if the Bishop 
were presented to me. That many months, how- 
ever, must elapse before proceedings could be taken 
before me. That this being the case, I trusted, as 
the Bishop's books were published in England, their 
Lordships would act in such way as the case seemed 
to require, and not leave the whole burden and 
responsibility of dealing with it, to fall upon_ the 
weak aud in fant Church of South Africa. That I 
believed that the whole (!Jkurch was looking to tho 
result of this day's proceedings with great anxiety. 

A long discussion then took place on the general 
subject, the substance of which, and, to a great 
extent, the language of each speaker, I took down 
at the time, for my own guidance in a matter of 
snch deep moment, and of so great personal and 
public importance and interest ; and my notes are 
now before me. ;• x««, 



On the first day, after anxious deliberation, it was 



resoi 



inhibited from officiating in the Dioceses of the JL^JT 
E nglisk (^hurc ii ; and be was, I believe, accordingly /y ?' 
inhibited from officiating in most of the Dioceses of Q| ^V 
England. 5C1.* ^ 

The Bishops met again in considerable numbenr TTAC 
on the 7th of February, when the discussion re- 
specting the course to be pursued with regard to 
the Bishop of ^atal was resumed. On that occa- ^ 
sion the^ Bishop of London, in very strong and ^ //§tf 
n^jlfeU'^aiiguayge, urged me to take proceecJing s, * 
ana 1 t'eei entitied in self-defence to quote his words, 
*WTB!m!88inrown at the lime - ne begged I 
\ to ask the Bishop of Capetown why he had not / 
I before this proceeded. . . . The public will ask, we ; 
; ought to ask, why he does not proceed." " The ' 
j public will not be satisfied unless the Bishop of 
' Capetown does take legal proceedings; he begs to 
' ask him whether it is his intention to do so." It is i 



due to mys elF, seeing the course which the Bishop 
of London has since pursued with reference to th is *^^ 
CT ggj and the language whicli lie has applied to m e, JfO 
to~mention the mci that he, at^pye all others, u rged 
me to take action in the matter. T o his appeal I 
replied in substance as before, that I had been 
advised by eminent lawyers that until the sale of 
the Bishop's books had been proved in Capetown, I 
could not act. That then it would be needful that 
some one should bring distinct charges in Africa. 
That I could not be both judge and accuser. That 
should this be done, and as soon as it was done, I 
trusted that I should not be found wanting in my 

2 
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duty : I should, in such case, cite the Bishop to 
appear before me to answer to the charges brongbit 
against him ; that probably he would not appear, 
but d toy my jurisdiction ; that that, however, 
would not hindcor the trial from proceeding. Farther 

. ^ could not go, in stating what my duty might be. 
I had a very difficult and delicate duty to p^orm. 
It was a great comfort to think that in the dis- 
charge of it I should have the sympathy of so many 

, of the Bishops of the Church. 

The meeting on that day was adjourned, a com- 
mittee having been formed to decide as to the 
course to be pursued with regard to the Bishop of 
Natal. The Bishops met again in a few days, when 
the Archbishop laid before them a letter drawn np 
by the Committee, calling upon the Bishop of Natal 
to resign his office. With some slight alterations it 
was adopted and signed by fortv-^e Bishops. Con- 
sidering the relations in which I stood to the person 
taddreased, I did not sign it. It was as follows : — 

To the Right Rev, J. W. Colenso, D.D., L<n'd Bishop 

of Natal. 

''W]e,.the undersigned Archbil^hops aiid Bishops 
of the United Church of Eugland^ancl ' Ireland, 
address you with deep brotherly anxiety, as one 
who shares with us the grave responsibilities of the 
Episcopal office. 

^' It is impossible for us to enter here into argu- 
ment with you as to your method of handling that 
Bible, which we believe to be the Word of God, 
and on the truth of which rest all our hopes for 



I 
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eternity. Nor do we here mise the question, whether 
you are legally entitled to retain your present office 
and position in the Chtireh, complicated moreover 
aa that question is, hy the fiust of your being a 
Bishop of the Church in South Africa, now at a 
distance from your diocese and province. 

'' But we feel bound to put before you another 
view of the case. We understand you to say (Part 
II. p. xxiii. of your * Pentateuch and Book of 
Joshua Critically Examined'), that you do not now 
be lieve that which vojil volantariJY profeaay^ to 
be lieve, as the indispensable cond ition of your b eing 
€ntrusted"with your present ^qfe We understand 
you also to say that you have entertained and have 
not abandoned, the conviction _t hat you could not 
^ use the Ordination Servic fti inasmuch as in it you 
* must require from others a solemn declaration that 
they unfeignedly believe all the Canonical Scrip- 
tures of the Old and New Testament ;' which, with 
the evidence aow before you, 4t is impossible 
wholly to believe in.* (Part I. p. xii.) 

^* And we understand you further to intimate that 
those who think with you are precluded from usi ng 
te ne Baptismal "Ser vice, and consequentiy (as we 
nuiBt infer), other offices of the Prayer-book, unless 
thfff omit all such passages as assume the truth of 
thfl Mosaic history. (Part II. p. zxii.) 

'^ Now it cannot have escaped you that the in- 
consistency between the office you hold and the 
opinions you avow, is causing great pain and 
^evous scandal to the Churdi, And we solemnly 
ask you to condder onee more with the most serious 
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attention, whether you can, without harm to your 
own conscience, retain j^our position, when you can 
no longer dischaige its clutieB, or use the formu- 
laries to which you have subscribed. We will not 
abandon the hope, that, through earnest prayer and 
deeper study of God'b Word, you may, under the 
guidance of the Holy Spirit, be restored to a state 
of belief in which you may be able with a clear 
conscience again to discharge the duties of our 
sacred office : a result which, from regard to your 
highest interests, we should welcome with the most 
unfeigned satisfaction. 

" We are your fjnithful brethren in Christ" 

T he Bishop declining to resig n , the subject of his 
writings was next brought before both Houses of 
the Convocation of Canterbury. The Lower House 
addressed the Upper, asking for the appointment of 
a Committee to examine them. The Upper House 
in reply directed the Lower House to appoint a 
Committee " to examine a book lately published in 
London, within the province of Canterbury, en- 
titled 'The Pentateuch and Book of Joshua Cri- 
tically Examined, by the Right Rev. J. W. Colenso, 
D.'D.f Bishop of Natal ;' and to report whether any, 
and if any, what opinions heretical or erroneous in 
doctrine, are contained in the said book." The Com- 
mittee delivered their report in May, 1863. Their 
repo rt containe d a sh^rt analysis of the book , and 
co'nd&!Utt6fl its teactiing on several important points^ 
declaring that it contained " errors of the gravest 
and most dangerous character, subversive of faith 



EXAMINE DR. COLENSO's WORK. 23 

in the Bible as the Word of God ;" and that " the 
spirit of the book is not that of sympathy with 
the faith and the hopes of the Church of Christ, but 
that of antagonism to the general belief of Christian 
people." 

The Report was considered by the Lower House, 
and forwarded to the Upper House for their con- 
sideration. 

The Upper House, after taking it into consider- 
ation, adopted the following resolutions : — 

" We, the Archbishop and Bishops of the Province 
of Canterbury, in Convocation assembled, have con- 
sidered the report of a Committee of the Lower 
House, appointed on an address of the Lower 
House, to examine a book entitled ' The Pentateuch 
and Book of Joshua Critically Examined, by the 
Rev. W. J. Colenso, D.D. Bishop of Natal. Parts 
I. and IL,' and now transmitted to this House by 
the Lower House. — and resolve : I. That the sa id 
book does, in our judgtnent, involve errors of the 
most dangerous character, subversive of faith in the' 
Bible as the Word of God. IL That this House, 
having reason to believe that the book in question 
will shortly be submitted to the judgment of an 
Ecclesiastical Court, dec lines to take further action 
i n this matter at this time, but that we affection- 
ately^warn those who may not be able to read the 
published and convincing answers to the work which 
hat^* already appeared, of its dangerous character. 
ITL That these Resolutions be communicated to 
the Lower House." 
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The resolutiouB were oommimioated to the Lower 
House, which replied as follows : — 

^ The Lower House having received the message 
of the Upper House in the matter of the book 
entitled 'The Pentateuch and Book of Joshua, 
Critically Examined, by the Right Reverend J. W. 
Golenso, D.D. Bishop of Natal. Parts I. and 11./ 
do hereby accept and concur i n the judgment of the 
Upper House, 'That the said book involves error 
of the gravest and most dangerous character, sub- 
versive of faith in the Bible as the Word of God,* and 
that the Lower House do farther concur in the affec- 
tionate warning of the Upper House against the dan- 
gerous character of the book. That this resolution 
be respectfully communicated to the Upper House.* 

I had, before this, returned to tbe Cape, leaving 
England in March. Upon my arrival, I received 
addresses from the clergy of Natal, and from the 
Wfirgy tf f "*r QWTi diop^s e : the former *' most humbly 
solicited my earnest attention to the afflicted con- 
dition of the Church in their diocese," — representing 
that ** much hurt had been done to many souls by 
the teaching of their bishop. Some had been 
shaken in the faith ; others, wearied gf perple xed^ 
^ /grown gold in love, and turned aside to .ser ve 
this present world ;" prayed me to '' take care for 



leir wasted diocese;" referred to thei^JJ^^JgggjjBr 
complaints,*^ which, they implied, had not been 
rormally considered or replied to, and to which 
they again drew my attention. The latter inti- 
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mated to roe their intention of bringing charges 
against the Bishop of Natal. Bj desire of many of 
the clergy of this diocese, and that of Orahams- 
town, the Dean of Capetown, Archdeacon of Gra- 
hamstown, and Archdeacon of George, undertook 
to draw up articles, and to support them in person 
before the Metn^politan. In course of time — it was 
early in May — the charges were formally transmitted 
to me. At that time the Privy Council judgment 
in the Long Case had not reached the Cape. It 
was delivered only in June 25, 1863. The course 
to be pursued by me was manifestly one of great 
difficulty, the case being an entirely new one. The 
state of the law being unknown, I thought it right 
before deciding upon my actual coui'se . to take an 
y opinion ** as t o tfee extent of my jurisdiction under 
the Letters Pate nt ; or, if they were worthless, 
apart from them by consent or contract, or the 
common law of the Church. 1 was advisea that 
*' If the Bishop of Capetown can bring together all 
the Bishops of his province to hear and determine 
with himself the charges against the Bishop of 
Natal, and their decision is unanimous, an objection 
as to the sufficiency of the tribunal will not be 
allowed to prevail ; and with respect to the mode of 
proceeding, ^fthe Bishop of Natal is duly cited to 
appear, and the citation appoints a proper time and 
place, and states the person before whom, as Metro- 
politan, he is convened, and the charges which he 
will be called upon to answer, and allows him ample 
time for preparation, and for reaching the appointed 
place j and the citation is also shown to have issued 
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from the proper quarter, and with fall authority, it 
seems to me that this will suffice, and that the 
courts, whether of England or of the Cape of 
Good Hope, if the proceedings are brought before 
them, will not sanction any mere technical ob- 
jections, when they are satisfied that the rules of 
justice have been substantially and fully observed. 
I think that the proceedings must be taken at 
Capetown, or within the province of the Metro- 
politan, not in England or in any English court, 
nor before any temporal court in the colony; and 
as to the charges or articles which Bishop Colenso 
is to be called upon to answer, if they are clear, 
distinct, and pertinent, showing the passages of his 
works which are alleged to be unsound, and the 
canons, ' articles, and formularies of the English 
Church which they are respectively declared to 
contravene, so as fully to satisfy all the real merits 
and jtfStice of the case, they will, in all probability, 
be upheld by any court before which they may here- 
after be impugned, notwithstanding some defects of 
form, or minor irregularities which they may 
.exhibit. But the most complete regard to everv- 



thing whicli can oe deemed matter of substan ce 
[and i mp ortance must be shown , and the most ample 
means must be^ afforded to the Bishop of Natal foi' 
leeting the charges, and for making hiOe*fence." 
Before this " opinion " was given, judgment in the 
" LongCase" had been d eliver ed, and^as not thought 
to be any hindranTTe to proceedings in this case, but 
rather to smooth the way for them. The L etters 
Patent were clearly " defective ; " and "^it the case 
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depen ded entirely upon tbem/Vtbe Metropol itan 
w onld not- " have any means of vindicating his 

right to proceed against the 
op of Natal/^ But " I am of opinion that^not- 
witlistanding their defects, the Bishop of Capetown 
may lawfully exercise a control, as Metropolitan, 
over the Bishop of Natal, and that the Bishop of 
Natal is amenable to him : this right of the Bishop 
of Capetown being grounded not upon any inde- 
pendent and absolute jurisdiction, but upon the 
actual consent of the Bishop of Natal, and his recog- 
nition of Bishop Gray's Metropolitical authority." 

And this "opinion^' is grounded expressly upon ', 
the decision or trie judicial committee of Privy 
Council in the Long Case. 

That I could proceed, and therefore ought to pro- 
ceed to hear this case, was now seemingly clear. 
But how? First, as to the court, — How was it to 
be composeyPTva8Th^tIetropolita.n lo^ait alon e , > 
^ the Letters Patent implied, or to have assessors 1 
^v^^the assessors to consist of all the bishops w ho 
had taken t|ie ^\\\ nf n hfifjienng to lum as Metro - 
politan, — or only of those within the ^, (j!ueen's do- 
minions 1 Were the assessors to deliver judgm ents. ^ 
V or opinio ns 1 Ought the case to be tr ied before the 
Metropolitan in his court, or before the synod of 



-^ . the bisbops oi tlie province ? Some canons required 
V \ that twelve bishops should hear a case affecting a 
brother bishop. Others were content with less. 
The * Reformatio Legum* (page 79) decided that three 
were sufficient. In the Bishop of St. David's case, 
four, according to the record of proceedings at 
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Doctors' Commons, — or, as Burnet sajs, six — were 
present In the Bishop of Clogher's case, four, in 
addition to the Archbishop of Armagh. In. Qiir 
case, four at most conld be assembled. 

When met, how were the proceedings to be con- 
ducted f All English law — including, of coarse, 
ecclesiastical law — ^had been expressly excluded from 
this colony by treaty : how far ought it to govern 
our proceedings) If English law were to be fol- 
lowed, as has been ruled, so far as '^ suitable to our 
circumstances,*'^4iow far was it suited f and who 
was to be the judge of this ? In the absence of any 
ecclesiastical law suited to this cas^^Jbow fiur ought 
we to govern ourselves by the canon law 1 _^ What 
was the existing canon law of_ the Churo 

canon law which she 
iad^ received been abrogated, or overlaid, by sub- 
sequent statute lawl What residuum of law of 
any kind might be fairly regarded as our inheri- 
tance as an unestablished daughter Church of the 
established Church of England f Would civil courts 
before whom this case might come, recognise us as 
a corporation at all, — ^as a body having any laws 1 ] 
or merely as individuals who had contracted with 
each other f If so, what was our contract worth f 
what did it involve? Had I any greater legal 
powers in Natal than in this colony, the consti- 
itution of the former being of a later date 1 Was 
there any appeal from a decision of the bishops of 
this province in a case like this, and if so, to 
' whom ? — to the Archbishop in person, — or to him 
in the Court of Arches, — or to the C rown ? All 
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these were preliminary questions which pressed for 
a solution, so far at least as my own mind was con- 
cerned, before this trial could properly be entered 
upon, for I should have to act upon certain definite 
principles, to take a decided line with regard to each 
point I have named. And yet how delicate are 
these questions, — how unspeakably important to 
the Church of the future ! To how great an extent^ 
after all these grave discussions and trials, do many 
of them remain involved I 

It would not have been greatly to be wondered 
at, if a few clergymen in a distant land, without 
any great amount of learning or ability, and with- 
out the opportunity of consulting any whose opinion 
ought to guide them on some of the points which 
they were called to decide, should have made mis- 
takes with regard to questions which have troubled 
and perplexed the wisest, and the most learned; 
though I am not aware that we have made any of 
moment. It may be said, perhaps, that foreseeing 
what was coming, I should have fortified myself on 
such questions aa I should have to consider, by 
counsel witb the fiithers of the Church, and of 
eminent men learned in the law. But this was 
precisely what I endeavoured to do, though without 
any great results. Men shrunk , amidst the uncer- 
tainties of the case, and the absence of precedents, 
frnm yiving ftny clear definite advice, and I l eft 
En gland, after every effort to obtain authoritattW 
and Heclded counsel, with the conviction that I 
" must act upon my own respopsibility : that I must 
decide the questions, which I at least could not 
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evade, as best I might, aiid carve out a course for 
myself. To the Queen's Advocate indeed, ever 
ready to lend an attentive ear in any case in which 
the faith and well-being of the Church are concerned, 
I was indebted for some information, especially re- 
specting the trial of Bishop Watson \ and I studied 
that case so &r as the imperfect records admitted of 
my doing, both in the annals of the time, and in the 
documents preserved at Lambeth. 

I had hoped, indeed, that this grave cause, affect- 
ing as it did the whole Church, might have been 
taken up by th e Bishop of London , who was so 
much better able to deal with it than myself, and 
that I might have been spared the labour, anxiety, 
and responsibility connected with it. I had trusted 
that it might have been so, because it was publicly 
stated that the works which had given so great 
offence, having all been published within his lord- 
ship's jurisdiction, he might bring charges founded 
upon them before the Court of the Archbishopi, 
and thereby obtain a verdict. I know not whether 
this could have been done, or whether any legal 
consequences would or could have resulted as re- 
gards the Natal Letters Patent ; but^ however th is 
niay be, the Bishop showed no disposition, at ^ p ur 
conference, or at any other time, to take act ive 
' measure^TBTd was most vehement in urjgifiJBt u pon 
me my responsibility in this xnatter. 
^^t was with the greatest reluctance, and moved 
* only by a solemn sense of duty to the Church, and 
to its Head, that I accepted the responsibility 
which was on all sides proclaimed to be mine ; and 
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in a case so entirely without precedent, adopted the 
measures which seemed to me to be proper under 
the circumstances. What these were I proceed to 
relate. 

The Articles of Accusation, drawn up by the Dean 
of Capetown, and the Archdeacons of Grahamstown 
and George, were forwarded at once to England, 
and, together with a formal citation, served upon 
the Bishop of Natal by a Proctor in Doctor's Com- 
mons. It is impossible to print these Articles here, 
on account of their great length. They consisted 
of extracts from the Bishop's writings, and passages 
from the Articles, and other formularies of the 
Church which they were said to contravene, and 
were drawn out with great precision and fulness, and 
may be seen at length in the Eeport of the Trial 
published in a small volume, which has been ever 
since on sale at G. Street's, 30, ComhiU, London, 
publisher. 

The letter of the presenting Clergy, and the 
ciiation of the Bishop, I give at full length. 

Letter op the Dean and Archdeacons. 

To tJie Most Reverend Robert Gray, D.D., Lord 
Bisliop of Capetoum and Metropolitan. 

" My Lord, 

"We, the undersigned, being Clerks in holy 
orders of the United Church of England and 
Ireland, and having cure of souls within the Pro- 
vince of Capetown, under your Lordship's Metro- 
politan jurisdiction, constrained by a sense of duty 
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to the Church within whioh we hold office, desira 
to lay before your Lordship a charge of false teach- 
ing on the part of the Right Rev. John William 
Colenso, D.D., Lord Bishop of Natal, and a Suf- 
fragan Bishop of this Province. The charge which 
we bring is founded upon certain extracts from 
writings published and put forth by the Bishop, 
entitled, " St. Paul's Epistle to the Romans, Newly 
Translated and Explained from a Missionary Point 
of View ; " and Parts L and II. of " The Pentateuch 
and Book of Joshua Critically Examined;" and 
sold and published in the City of Capetown, within 
the last two years. 

*' These extracts are contained in nine schedules, 
and a copy of them is hereto annexed, numbered 
from L to IX. inclusive. 

^'I. With respect to the eight, all and each of them 
which stand first, — we charge the Bishop of Natal 
with holding and promulgating opinions which con- 
travene and subvert the Catholic Faith, as defined 
and expressed in the Thirty-nine Ai*ticles of Re- 
ligion, and the Formularies of the Book of Common 
Prayer of the United Church of England and Ire- 
land. And accordingly, under each schedule of 
extracts, we have specified the particular Article or 
Articles, and other portions of the Church's symbols 
and formularies which we are persuaded those 
extracts contravene, and which we crave may he 
considered as if herein inserted, and word for word 
repeated. 

'* II. With respect to the extracts contained 
in the ninth schedule, we charge the Bishop of 
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Natal with depraving, and impugning, and bringing 
otherwise into disrepute, the Book of Common 
Prajer; particularly portions of the Ordinal and 
Baptismal Services ; and in so doing, with violating 
the law of the United Church of England and Ire- 
land, as contained in the 36th of the Constitutions 
and Canons Ecclesiastical. We are deeply conscious 
of the gravity of these charges, as brought against 
one who holds the office of a Bishop, and of the 
responsibility which we incur in making them ; but 
the scandal which these publications have caused, 
and the feelings which are entertained regarding 
them by the Clergy of the Province generally, 
seemed imperatively to require that we should lay 
them before your Lordship, and ask for your judg- 
ment upon the doctrines which are therein main- 
tained. 

" It only remains for us to inform your Lordship 
that we are prepared, if required, to prove the 
charges which we bring, and further to request 
that an opportunity may be afforded us of proving 
them at such time and in such manner as your 
Lordship may see fit to appoint. 
' " Dated at Capetown the 6th, and at Grahams- 
town the 12th day of May, in the year of our Lord 
1863. 

*' We are, my Lord, 

" Your Lordship's faithful servants, 

" H. A. Douglas^ J)ean of Capetotm. 

"N. J. MEBRiUiiSy Arclideacon of Grahamstoim. 

" H. Badnall, Archdeacon of George, and Hector 

0^ S. Marie's, Georgetotm,'* 
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The Citation. 

To the Right Reverend John William Colenso, 
D.D., Lord Bishop of NcAal^ and a Suffragan 
Bishop of the Province of Capetown, 

" My Lord, 

'^ By direction of the Lord Bishop of Capetown, 
I hereby cite you to appear before the Most 
Reverend Robert, Lord Bishop of Capetown, and 
Metropolitan, on Tuesday, the seventeenth day of 
November, one thousand eight hundred and sixty- 
three, at eleven o'clock in the forenoon, in the vestry 
of the Cathedral Church of Saint George, Capetown, 
then and there to answer to certain charges of false, 
strange, and erroneous doctrine and teaching, pre- 
ferred against you by the Very Reverend the Deai^ 
of Capetown, the Venerable the Archdeacon of 
Grahamstown, and the Venerable the Archdeacon 
of George, to wit, that in and by the writing, 
printing and publishing, and the sale within this 
Province of a certain book or work, entitled, * St. 
Paul's Epistle to the Romans, Newly Translated 
and Explained from a Missionary Point of View, 
by the Right Reverend J. W. Colenso, D. D., 
Bishop of Natal. Printed at Ekukaugeni, Natal, 
1861;'— 

'' And in and by the writing, printing and pub- 
lishing, and thereafter the sale within this Province 
of a certain other book or work, entitled, 'The 
Pentateuch and Book of Joshua Critically Ex- 
amined, by the Right Reverend John William 
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CoIeDSO, D.D., Bishop of !N'atal ; London, Long- 
man, Green, Longman, Eoberts, and Green, 1862/ 
being Part L of said work ; and in and bj the 
writing, printing and publishing, and thereafter* 
the sale within this Province of Part IL of said 
book or work last mentioned, entitled, ^ ^ The Penta 
teuch and Book of Joshua Critically Examined, by 
the Right Eeyerend John William Colenso, D.D., 
Bishop of Katal. Part IL London, Longman, 
Green, Longman, Roberts, and Green, 1863;' 
Your Lordship did, in and by such writings and 
publications, in whole or in part, hold, maintain, 
set forth, teach, inculcate, and express, belief, 
doctrines, views, and o[)inions in opposition to 
and at variance with the doctrine and teaching 
of the United Church of England and Ireland, as 
set forth, expressed, and maintained in the Book 
of Common Prayer, the Sacraments and other 
rites of the said Church, the Thirty-nine Articles 
of Religion, and the Canons Ecclesiastical; the 
several portions or extracts from the said writings 
and publications containing the erroneous and 
strange doctrine, contrary to God's Word, so com* 
plained of as aforesaid, and the charges thereon 
being hereto annexed, marked with the letters A, 
B, C, D, E, F, G, H, I, and K, including the 
schedules marked from ^a I. to IX. inclusive. 

'< Should your Lordship fail to appear, either 
in person or by proctor, or otherwise make default 
herein, the Bishop of Capetown, as Metropolitan, 
with the advice and assistance of such of the 
Suffragan Bitihops of the Province as can con-* 

d2 
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veniently be called together, will, after proof of the 
due service of this citation, hear and investigate, 
at the time and place aforesaid, the charges so 
preferred against your Lordship, and proceed to 
the final adjudication thereon. 

"Dated at Capetown, this 18th day of May, 
A.D. 1863. 

" I remain your Lordship's obedient servant, 

" David Tknnant, 
" Registrar of the Diocese of Capetown" 

All the Bishops of the Province were summoned 
to the hearing of the case. Ample time was given. 
The Bishop did not, as is well known, appear in 
person in answer to his citation . Instead of this, 
he instructed an agent to hand in a formal pro test 
against my '^ assumption of jurisdiction over him/' 
and to *^ repudiate my assumed right to take cogni- 
zance of the charge of fal»e teaching preferred against 
him.'' Also to read a letter addressed by the Bishop 
to myself, in which he stated, amongst other things, 
what were the instructions he had given . to his 
agent, viz. — ** 1st, to protest against your Lordship's 
jurisdiction. 2nd, to read this letter (of which I^ 
have sent him a duplicate) as my defence, if your 
Lordship should assume jurisdiction. 3rd, if you 
should assume jurisdiction, and deliver judgment 
adverse to me, to give you notice of my intention to 
appeal from such judgment." 

In this letter the Bishop referred to a previous 
letter, dated May, 1861, addressed by him to me, 
•on the subject of his Commentary on the tiomans. 
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which he requested, if I "had any jurisdiction in 
the matter,^' might be regarded as his *^ explanation 
of* his "meaning in some of the passages objected 
to from '* his " Commentary on the Epistle to the 
Romans;*' and '^with reference to some passages, 
objected to from his work on the Pentateuch/' he 
*Mesired to request attention to the Preface to 
Part III., a copy of which he forwarded." The 
letter was read aloud, and is printed with the other 
documents connected with the trial. 

It was, of course, impossible to admit his protes t : 
and the trial proceeded. It was conducted in the 
Cathedral Church, in the space before the altar, in 
the presence of a considerable number of people, the 
doors being thrown open to the public. I need 
scarce say that it was conducted with dignity and 
decorum — so much so, as to have attracted strong 
expressions of approbation from the press and from .* % J^ 
the public. 

The trial occupied four days. The arguments of * 

the presenting Clergy were remarkable for their 
leai'ning, ability, eloquence, and the extent of their 
theological knowledge, and were concluded on the 
21st November. On December 14 the Bishops who 
were the Assessors of the Metropolitan in the trial, 
delivered their opinions separately in the Cathedral 
Church. On December 16 the Metropolitan de- 
livered his judgment in the same place. 

Upon the trial itself I do not feel called to ofifer 
any observations. The proceedings will, I believe, 
bear comparison with those ecclesiastical causes 
conducted before the highest judicial court in 
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Eagland. The only objections that Dr. Colenso 
has, I think, himself raised, have related to the 
presence of the Bishop of the Orange Free State^ 
and to the evidence allowed to be used with refer- 
ence to the question of Metropolitan jurisdiction. 
As to the Bishops present, especially the Bishop of 
the Free State, he has said, in his " Letter to the 
Laity of Natal," (page 3,) " The Bishop of Capeto wn 
s elected as assistants, t wo Bishops — one a rec ent 
nominee of his ow n, and nominated, doubtless, as 
generally agreeing in sentiments with himself ; the 
other, known also beforehand as holding the same 
opinions as himself, very strongly, on the most im- 
portant matters likely to be discussed." And this 
unfair and injurious statement has been repeatedly 
made. 

The facts are, that all the Bishops of the Pro vince 
yere_8ammonedi th aj^ the BIsTiopslSrGfaHaiiQs town 
a uQ of the Tree State only could ft|:< )gnd ; tli at the 
Bishop of St. Helena, to whom all the documents 
connected with the trial were forwarded, wrote to 



me to express his concurrence witb the sentence. 
TitfA, tnere was no ^^ selection " must, 1 ihmK, nave 
been known to Dr. Colenso. He had read my J udg- 
ment. In it (page 5) I had distinctly stated that 
■^I had summoned the other Bishops of the Province 
to assist me in the hearing of the charges " brought 
against him ; and again (page 74) *^ all of them have 
been summoned as my Assessors on the occasion.** 
jBut one, he objects, was " a recent nr^minfie of j^ v 
"own."^ nominated^ donbtless, for his general agi*ee- 




cnt in sentiments with mysel£** 
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Bishop T wells was a clergyman holding a cure in 
the Diocese of London. He had been ordained by 
the Archbishop. It had been agreed that the Arch- 
bishop, the Bishops of London and Oxford, with 
myself, should appoint. Dr. Twells' name was sub- 
mitted to all, and assented to by all. But by what 
law, asks Dr. Colenso — and the Bisho p of London 
has re-echoed the question (Speech, House of Lords, 



(Spee ch, House of Lords, , 
rune 18, 1 SS6 ]^Speech in Convocation, June 29) — \ 
had a Bishop with a Diocese beyond the Queen^s 
dominion a right to sit as Assessor in a trial upon 
a Bishop within the Queen's dominions, holding 
Letters Patent 9 Since the late Judgments of the 
Privy Council, I should have thought the question 
would not have been asked. The Long Judgme nt 
declared that Colonial Churches were in law on ly 
voluntary bodies. The Natal Judgment declared 
tnat there is no diocese, no jurisdiction, no terri- • ^ 
torial limits — ^nothing but a title and a lay corpora- 
tion. _ But apart from this, the Bishop of the Free 
Itate was appointed precisely in the same manner 
as the Bishop of Natal, or any other colonial Bishop, 
with this only difference, that the one appointment 
was by Letters Missiv e, or Mandatory, the other by 
Letters Patent. In each case, the Archbishop recom- 
mended, the Crown nominated and commanded 
consecration. Even the precise limits of the Dio- 
cese of the Free State were named in the document 
appointing him. I remonstrated, and for a time \ 
•declined to furnish them, regarding the act as an 
aggression upon the rights of an independent re- 
public. I was told that an Act of Parliament re- 



40 HIS OBJECTION TO THE EVIDENCE. 

quired it. In law, one Bishop's position is as good 
as anotber^s. Neither has legal rights to sit in judg- 
ment upon the other. By the law of the Church, — 
by canon law, accepted by the Church of England, 
Dr. Twells was as much a Bishop of this Province 
as Dr. Colenso. The objections against the other 
Bishop are equally futile. '^ He was known before- 
hand as holding the same opinions as'* myself, ''very 
strongly on the most important matters likely to be 
discussed." I had thought otherwise. The Bishop 
of Grahamstown had been declared often to be a 
very pronounced Evangelical — ^I, an equally decided 
High Churchman. The "most important matters 
to be discussed " were the doctrines of Justification, — 
the Atonement, — the Sacraments, — the nature of 
our Lord, — the Inspiration of the written Word, — 
the authority of the Church, — questions upon which 
our supposed different schools of opinion might be 
expected not altogether to agree* That upon such 
points as the Metropolitan authority we might be 
expected to differ rather than agree, Dr. Colenso 
has himself shown by the references which he has 
subsequently made in published documents, to the 
Bishop of Grahamstown's private letters to himself 
on the subject. 

As to the other matter connected with the trial 
to which Dr. Colenso has objected, viz. the evidence 
allowed to be used with reference to his previous 
admissions on the question of Metropolitical juris- 
diction, I have to observe that the point was not 
one which had any bearing on the charges upon 
which he was tried^ and I hardly think it worth 
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while to repeat what I have elsewhere saiH, viz. that 
the letters produced were hardly private letters. 
Tney were documents preserved in my Regi stry, 
and related either to previous presentations of Dr. 
Coleiiso to me as Metropolitan, or to the exercise 
of that office by myself, or to the apparent slighting 
of it by Dr. Colenso. The subject-matter of them 
was public ; the decisions I gave in connexion with 
th^ were publi c ; they were laid up with other 
lett ers as publio. The nature of these communica- 
tions were well known here, through communication 
with the Natal Clergy, yhey had no beai;ing upog 
Hr^-Xcolenso^s teaching, but related simply to the 
preliminary matter of my jurisdiction ove^r him, now 
called in question in his protest. 

Upon the, Judgment itself, and the course subse- 
quently pursued, comments have been made by Dr. 
Colenso and others, and these, perhaps, I ought to 
notice. 

Let me first observe that the Judgment (published 
by Bell and Daldy, 186,^ Fleet Street) fills eighty 
octavo pages, and expresses decided opinions upon 
very many of the greatest writers of the Christian 
faith ; and that I am far from affirming that blemishes 
may not be found in a document of such length. 
Though submitted before delivery to the Bishops 
of this Province in Synod assembled, I should 
be still prepared to refer its language for revi- 
sion, to the Episcopate of the Church of England 
collectively, or to the Archbishop of Canterbury. 
wi th the aid of his oom-provincials : but not one 
of the eminent theologians of the Church of England 
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to whom I forwarded it, expressed any disagreement 
with the conclasioDs at which I have arrived. 

But Dr. Colenso has complained that on one, at 
least, of the most important questions he has raised, 
the Judgment is erroneous, and opposed to the views 
of some distinguished fathers and English theolo* 
giaus ; and he has published extracts from certain 
writers in support of his statement, furnished bj 
the Rev. . W. Houghton* 

Now, what Dr. CoIeMO asse rted with regard to 
our Lord was that He was both ignora nt, and taught 
em^QUj^, on some points. The authorities which 
he nas quoted do not in any way affirm that our 
Lord was capable of error. What they do teach is 
that the human mind, which the Lord — along with 
a huma n body — took into His Godhead, was, being 
human, limited of necessity as to its capacity, and 
therefore not omniscient They do not teach that 
Christ, God and man in one peraon, was either 
ignorant or in error, which is what Dr. Colenso 
teaches. I do not feel it necessary to enter here 
further into the depths of this mysterious subject, 
or to defend the terms of my Judgment, which is 
founded on t he decisions of (Ecumenical Coun oila. 
But I feel it nght to observe that Dr. Colenso's 
language about our Lord has led already in his case 
to its true and logical, though perhaps not to its 
ultimate consequences. In No. 1 of the second 
series of published sermons, preached since his re- 
turn to Nata l^ he denies the existence of the Dev il, 
or of evil spirits, and affirms that our Lord was 
mistaken in oelieving in their existence, and of 
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course in His own power to cast them out, (page 7) : 
^' In truth, as the French writer complains in this 
day of ours, no one, in practice at least, believes in 
the Devil. Why should we 1 " " If we indeed 
believe in the ever-blessed Ood, it is impossible to 
suppose that He will suffer an evil spirit, — nay, 
thousands and millions of evil spirits, whose power 
might be annihilated by a breath of His Divine 
displeasure, — ^to haunt every corner of this habitable 
globe, watching for every occasion to ruin and 
destroy the souls of wretched men, to siuk them 
in irremediable woes, in everlasting torments." 
'' Our Lord in the text does not merely recognise 
the existence of demons, — of demoniacal possession, 
— of the possibility of seven evil spirits entering 
into one man, — but He also adopts, and by adoptinj 
sanctions, — the current idea s oi tne people of gia, 
^ime, as to the habits of these unclean spirits, when 
not m possession of the spirit of man," (page 10). 
'* It is far better to say at once that, as He grew, we 
are told, in wisdom and in stature, so He grew up, as 
a son of man, amidst the learning of the time, 
amidst the doctrines and modes of thought of the 
age, and so He spoke of these matters — of ^ Beelzebub 
the prince of the devils,' — of * casting out devils,' 
of the ' unclean spirit going out of a man,' ' walk- 
ing through dry places,' ' seeking rest and finding 
none,' 'taking with him seven other spirits more 
wicked than himself,' and entering into his old 
home again. — ^ina t exactlvas the m ^^t P^^M P*^"*"^* 
of that age woul d have done, in all sincerity and 
singleness o^ neart, because He acquiesced in them. 
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It seems to me imposiiible that He would have used 
such expressions, which could onlj have had the 
effect of mystifying and misleading His heare rs, if He 
did not entertain the views, which the most devout 
ield in those days, while adopting the current lan- 
guage of the timea When therefore, as here, our 
Lord appears to speak of casting out demons, as 
equivalent to what we should now consider to be 
merely the cure of bodily or mental diseases, I 
cannot doubt that He spoke as a son of man, in the 
language and according to the modes of thought of 
the age in which He lived, and according to that 
system of Jewish theology in which He had been 
trained." 

Andtlnsjs He^whom he still calls " Our Lord ,*' — 
whom he processes to believe to be God Incarnate, 
r — who took man's nature into the Godhead, — a 
deceiver and feeing deceived when He taught that 
there were evil spirits, and when He professed by 
the finger of God to cast them out ! 

In a later Sermon, "No. 9 of the second series, he 
boldly argues against an d denounces the worship of 
Christ as u u-ap ostolical and un -scriptural, (uagel6) : 
^' We have had abundant evidence before us to show 
that * in the beginning it was not so,' — that Christ 
Himself and His apostles would not have sanctioned 
this practice — that they would have us always say, 
when we pray, * Our Father.* But gradually this 
practice increased more and more, of worshipping 
Jesus, instead of the Father, by singing hymns of 
prayer and praise to Him." " I need hardly say that 
the Church of Home has gone far beyond the wor- 
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ship of Jesus, to pay worship to the Virgin mother 
and the saints. But in VHymns Ancient and 
Modem L you will find many expressions, which I 

lieve would have been utterly condemned by our 
Lord and His Apostles - ^tflpresfil^fia itr tchich no t • 
onl y is, adoration paid to Jesus , instead of 'Our 
Father and His Father,' * Our God and His God ; ' 
but," &o. 

'' Indeed t he whole book overf )^\yfi ^'^^^ i^/^f/^o r^p | 
prayer and praise directly addressed to Jesus , such . 
as find no example or warrant in the lessons of our 
Lord Himself, nor in the language of the Apostles. ' 
It is quite another thing to ofl\jr our prayers to 
God in the Name of Jesus, For this we have 
Scriptural direction and apostolic example abun- 
dantly, and we have also the authority of the Liturgy 
of our own Church," (page 17). "J repeat, there- 
fore, that the whole spirit of our Prayer-book, — as 
well as the teaching of our Lord, and the practice of 
His Apostles, — is opposed to the practice which 
is rapidly growing in our day, and abounds in 
80 many hymns both * Ancient ' and * Modem,* 
of offeri nr dirP^t urgpiiip ir. the Lord Jesus 
Chnst /L 

%e Bishop of London (Speech, House of Lords, 
June 18, Guardian) makes his comments on the 
Judgment, and assigns, if correctly reported, reasous 
which he thinks might tend to ** invalidate the whole 
proceedings." Amongst the faults which he finds is 
that of '' referring to some unknown code of law, 
instead of to the Thirty-nine Abides and Prayer- 
book, and to the interpretation of them which has 
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been sanctioned by our Courts at home/' Probably 
the report of tbe Bishop's speech is incorrect, for it 
represents him as making statements upon a vei 
ive subject which are wholly untrue, ana wo ul 
prove tnat ne could not have read the oocuments of 
Vhich be was giving an account to tbe House, and 



to the 



le was giv ingjtn^a ccount to tne House, ana 
ublic. The fact is, that every charge Drought 



"by the presenting Clergy against the Bishop, was 
carefully compared with one or other of the Articles 
and formularies of the Church ; and the same course 
was pursued in the Judgment. Almost at its com- 
mencement I say (page 6) : ^< In forming a decision 
as to the soundness or unsoundness of the Bishop's 
views, T shall be guided enti^gl^by the language of 
the Articles and formularies, including, of course, 
the whole Book of Common Prayer." To the sup- 
posed " unknown code of law," I shall presently 
refer. 

It will be time enough to defend my language 
with regard to the authority of Dr. Lushingtou'g 
opinions, when it is shown that the Court of Archfis 
has any jurisdiction over this Church, which question 
I shall discuss hereafter. 

I do not think it needful to enter further upon 
the comments which have been made generally 
upon my Judgment, or upon its decisions as to 
doctrine. 

Upon other points I venture to offer the fol- 
lowing observations. First, as to jurudidion^ I 
did not rest, as gnmft hflvft p^jpp^^fipi^ my-Mft]m to— 

try Dr. Colenso simply upon the powers supposed 
to be conveyed DjpTEe Queen's Letters Patent, 
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I rested, my sentence largely, as I still feel I 
ought, upon the authority which they professed 
to convey ; but I Jiold, that without thetp , there 

was the Xl ^t! and fti^i^^gnpnUy f.hft~ Hi^l^v fa 

try my SuffragEtn . I said (Judgment, page 4), 
"Jl tnere were reason to think that jurisdiction 
in a legal sense was not conveyed by the formal 
instruments which profess to give it, — which is 
at least uncertain, inasmuch as no constitutional 
government had been established in ^atal at the 
period of their issuc- rthere can be no doubt th at 
the Church, after long and careful delibera tioiij ^ 
r esolyea" upon tne appointment of Metropoli tans ^^ 
over Colonial C hurches, and sent me ou t in* that 
capaSr ^TortStt^e (Jrown co-opei-ated witn tne 
lurch in such proceeding, and gave its full 
sanction— of whatever value that sanction may 
be — both to the establishment of the office, and 
to the appointment of the individual who holds it ; 
o r that the Bishop recognised both the offi^ce and 
th^^ ^risdict ion, and elected the Metropolitan as 
his judge, in accepting his Letters Patent ; or that 
be bound himself by a solemn oath to render due 
obedience to the See of Capetown, and the Bishop 
thereof; or that he h as repeatedly , throughout his 
episcopate, as has been proved by the documents 
put in at the commencement of this trial — even 
on a charge of supposed heresy preferred against >. 
him some time ago, by two of his own Clergy — : 
submitted to the judgment of his Metropolitan ; [ 
or that, in the letter which he has requested may 
be considered as hi^ defence, he has acknowledged 



48 



THE SENTENCE. 



that he stands in the relation of a Suffragan Bishop 
to the Metropolitan of this Province, of which he 
admits me to be the Metropolitan, with the powers 
and authority of that office." 

Next as to the Sentence. I should not myse lf 
have drawn up the sentence In ^e formln w hich 
It appears. I employed legal advisers to ctb so, 
in ooDsequence of the language of the judicial 
Committee Id the Long Case, which attributed 
blame to me for not doing so, though I coald never 
understand by what right the Judges in that case 
claimed to dictate to an association, which they ruled 
to be purely volunt ary, what phould be the constitu- 
tion of its tribunal. The eminent counsel whom 
I consulted drew up the Sentence, with which some 
have found fault ; but I think it right to sa^ that 
ne ither they nor I ever thought of cancelli ng the 
Letters_Patent of N atal ; but simply assumed to 
remove the Bishop of Natal from a spiritual office. 
The words of the Sentence are, "We do hereby 
sentence, adjudge, and decree, the said Bishop, of 
Natal to be deposed from the said office as such 
Bishop, and to be further prohibited from the 
exercise of any Divine Office within any part of 
the Metropolitical Province of Capetown." 

All the Bishops of the Province who came to the 
trial, and to the Synod, were consulted before the 
sentende was decided upon. It was referred ^ | o 
1 1 th em in Synod ; we discussed it there, and agreed 
upon It tnere, before I delivered it in Court ; be- 
cause I was perfectljr W0!1 aware, that if we con- 
demned in Synod only, as the more canonical 
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method, I should have been told that I ought to 
have done so, not in Synod, but in Court ; and if I 
had delivered judgment in Ck)art, and not referred 
the matter to the Synod, — ^that the Synod, and not 
the Metropolitan, "was the proper authority in such 
a case. The whole question as to procedure was 
fully discussed in the Bishop of St. David's case,/ 
and eminent men \vere ranged on either side. 
Hody took in turn both sides, as may be seen in 
bis learned manuscript in the Lambeth Library. 
I believe that I acted rightly and wisely in re- 
ferring the evidence and my judgment to the 
Synod, an d obtaining its concurrence before de- 
livering j udgfuient in Court 



^n, as t o Appeals, T he course pursued by 
me wilh regard to an appeal from ray sentence, has 
been called in question by Dr. Colenso and others. 
Dr. Colenso has repeatedly complained of it: "t 
am to be deposed by the simple * sentence ' of the 
Bishop of Capetown, acting with irresponsible 
power, such as has never been claimed by the 
Archbishop of Canterbury himself, whether before 
or since the Reformation, though still exercised, 
as of old, by the Papal authority in the Roman 
Catholic Church." (Letter to Laity, page 2.) This 
complaint has been frequently repeated. The 
Bishup of Ely seems to have been influenced bv 
jit, as appears from his fair-miflded speech in 
Convocation, on the 28th .Tune^ 186fi. Really, it 
Is without foundation. Fo^firaVthe judgment and 
sentence are not mine only, out also are the acts 
of the. other Bishops of this Province. Next, an 
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appeal was allowed. I did, at the time of delivering 
mj Judgment^ all that I could do, as to an appeal, 
under the circumstances, I said, '' I have only to 
add, that if it be desired, as has been iptimated, to 
make a formal appeal to his Grace the ArchbisHtip 
of Canterbury, I shall consent to forward my Judg* 
ment to his Grace for revision, waiving in this par- 
ticular case, which is of itself novel, and of great 
importance to the whole Church, any real or sup- 
posed rights of this Church, and feeling that it wiM 
be a very great relief to submit my decision to t he 
Chief Pastor of the Church at hom e, and to share 
my responsiDiliiies with him, and, if he should see 
fit, with the other Bishops of the National Church." 
Notice of appeal was then given by the Bishop's 
agent, in a way which seemed to imply that it 
would not be made to the Archbishop ; upon which 
I said, "I can not recognise any appeal, e xcept 
to ^is Gr aofe' the Archbishop of Canterbury^ and 
I must require tbat appeal to be made within 
fifteen days from the present time." 

Now, under these circumstances, how ought I to 
have acted ? The provisions of our Letters Patent 
as regards appeals from Bishops, are as follows : 
There is an appeal from the decisions of the Suf- 
fragan . Bishops to the Metropolitan J th ere isjio 
appeal beyond him. A ny appea l in su cn 'cases^ 
ei ther to Pan ter bury of to the Urown, is e xpressly 
excluded r To tlie Metropolitan is given **full 
power and authority findl^o decree a nd determi ne 
the sa me." yiie re is an appealfrom ^Kclsion? in 
originally instituted before the Bishop of 
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OapetowD, as a Diocesan Bishop, to the Archbishop 
of Canterbury, who shall *' finally decide and 
determine the said appeal." Here the Crown is 
e xcluded.^Jn cases such as Dr. Colensos, where 

ie Metropolitan acts as Metropolitan, with the 
aid of Suffragans as Assessors, no right of appeal, 
as it appears to me, is given. There is, however, 
a general and vague senteiice, which might be con- 
Htmed as implying it : — " We do further will and 
ordain^ that the said Right Reverend Father in 
GOD, Robert Gray .... shall be deemed and 
taken to be the Metropolitan Bishop, .... subject, f 
nevertheless, to t he general superintendence and . ^ r 
revision^ of the Archbishop of Canterbury, for the ^ 
timeTeing, an d subordinat e to the Archiepiscopal 
See of the Province of Canterbury." 

Neither here, nor in any other document con- 
nected with the foundation of this See, is there the 
slightest allusion to appeals to the Crown, or even 
to the Court of Arches, in spite of the assertions of 
Dr. Colens o, and the a ssuipptio ns of the Bishop of 
London (L etter to Sir G. Gi-ev. May 3. 1866 ; 
Speech, House of Lords, June 18, 1866). 

When the Letters Patent speak of appeals, their 
language is not vague, like that above, but distinct 
and deBnite. Still it is very possible that the 
expressions here used might be construed as cover- 
ing appeals from the sentence of the Metropolitan, 
though this is to my mind very doubtful. 

It is perhaps needless to observe that there is not 
any law in force here which could be construed as 
giving an appeal elsewhere. 

E 2 
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What was the course, I repeat, which under 
these circumstances I ought to have followed ? 
I venture to think, that course which I did 
. ^ ^ follow. 

'f\\^ Had I admitted that there was by law an appea l 

J^d to Canterbur y. I might have admitted more than 

^ the truth ; I might have compromised the rights of 

this Churcli. I should certainly have provoked the 

/^^ criticism, and drawn down upon me the condemnan 

7M tion, of many learned men and canonists, who affirm 
that there ought not to be any appeal from the 
Metropolitan to the Patriarch — who believe that 
to establish, this would be effectually to create an 
" alterius orhis Papam" Till the question should 
be settled, it was my duty to treat it as an open 

(/i4 f^ 0^® — ^^ grant the appeal, but not, in sodo ing, to 

fpirn coP^ prom is e any real or supposed rig ht of my office, 
1 ^/<>i' of the Synod of the Province. It could really 

^ l/{J\ matter but little to an appellant whether the appeal 

I were granted as a right, or as a favour, provided it 

were granted. In form, I suppose, all appeals are 

'^C/A^xJT regarded as a favour. Leave to do so, in our civil 
courts, is asked and granted. The appeal allowed 
to the Archbishop was not accepted ; but instead 
thereof, the Crown was petitioned to hear the cause, 
and was asked to declare " That the Letters Patent 
granted to the Bishop of Capetown, in so far as 
they purport to create a Court of Criminal Justice 
within the Colony, aLd to give to the Archbishop of 
Canterbury appellate jurisdiction, .... and in so 
far as they affect the Appellant's right, .... have 
J)een unduly obtained from her Majesty, her 
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Majesty being deceived therein , and that the same 
are of no force or avail in the matters com- 
plained of, and that the said pretended trial, and 
proceedings, and sentence, are null and void, and 
of no effect" The Petition further prayed her 
Majesty to " be pleased to refer his petition of com- 
plaint and appeal to the Judicial Committee of her 
Majesty's Most Honourable Privv Council or to 
such other wise, judicious, and learned persons, as 
her Majesty may be pleased to commission to hear ^ 
the same ; " and that the " Petition may be served 
on the Bishop of Capetown, and that he be directed 
to transmit forthwith to the Privy Council OflBce 
.... a transcript of the proceedings and evidence 
in the cause on which the said sentence, or pre- 
tended sentence, was pronounced, ..... that all 
proceedings under the said sentence, or pretended 
sentence, may be stayed and suspended, until her 
Majesty's further pleasure be signified ; and that 
the said Bishop of Capetown may (until her 
Majesty's final pleasure and decision be signified 
on the premises) be inhibited and enjoined from 
offering any let or impediment to the petitioner, 
in the exercise of his said office, or in the posses- 
sion of his said See, or of any rights, possessions, or 
emoluments thereof, or thereto belonging." 

The petition was, as is well known, referred to 
the Judicial Committee of Privy Council for their / 
consideration. And the same Judge who, as At- , 
tomev-General.^had under his consideration the 
Letters Patent, and was responsible for their 
^Sne^n clelivering judgment said — ^* Their Lord- r 
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ships will humbly report to her Hajeflty their 
judgmeat and opinion ^^t the prooeediazs taken 
by the Biabop of papeto wa. and the judgment or 
sentence pronounced by bim against the Bishop of 
Natal, are .DuU and void in law." The ot her re-"" 
questa of the petitioner were not cotopli ed witli. 
TneBisnop of Capetown was not directed to trans- 
mit forthwith to the Privy Council office any tran- 
script of his prooeedings, or aentenoe, or evidence on 
which it was based. Nor was he enjoined to "stay 
and suspend further proceedii^B," i. e. the sentence 
of excommunication, " until Her Majesty's pleasure 
should be signified." Nor was he "inhibited or en- 
joined from ofi^ring any let or impediment to 
Dr. Colenso in the exercise of the office of Bishop, 
or in the poesessiou of the said See, or of any rights, 
possesstous, or emoluments thereof^ oi thereto he- 
longing." To have complied with this part of the 
petition would have been to claim jurisdiction over 
the Metropolitan of Capetown , and this the Court 
^apressly^decline^j^jf,^ 

1 do not here feel it needful to discuss any of the 
great questions which have been raised by this 
Judgment, beyond what is necessary for my pi'esent 
purpose. It decides that the Queen had no autho- 
rity to clothe the Court of the Metropolitan with 
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touched by the Judgment of the Judicial Com- 
mittee, whatever becomes of the Letters Patent and 
the holder of them. The Judgment is one ai 
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S TTEaiwhich ' hag beenhSd to be its pr erogative, 
and which in ^pite of this judgment, is still held by 
some to be its prerogative.* The decision of the 
Court made no alteration in the attitude of the 
Clergy of Natal, or of the other Bishops of this 
Province towards Dr. Colenso« The Clergy, wi th 
option, felt that they could never again 
imai^neir spiritual father and ruler . The 
B ishops were unable to recognise him as a brothe r. 
Th e taitnful laitv would hold no. communion with 
him. The Provincial Synod had resolved that, — 
'' Should the Bishop of Natal presume to exercise 
episcopal functions in the Diocese of Natal after the 
sentence of the Metropolitan shall have been noti- 
fied to him, without an appeal to Canterbury, and 
without l^eing restored to his office by the Metro- 
politan, he will be. imo facto, excommunicate : And 
that it will be the duty of the Metropolitan, after 
the admonition, to pronounce the formal sentence 
of excommunication." 

He did return, and with the avowed intention of 
givmgifee utterance to all the heresies for which 
he had been condemned,, in the pulpits of the 
Diocese. He took exclusive possession , twice every 
Sunday, of thepu] pit of the uatnedrai unurch, 
which wa8"~«i|yo the parish churchy in defiance of 
the rights of the Dean and Bector, who had built* 
• See Mr. Barnes' learned arguoieut 
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the church; in defiance, I may add, of the laws 
and customs of the Church as they prevail in 
England; and of myself, possibly, in whom the 
Church was vested ; And he was supported in t hese 
wrongful doings by the Su p reme Court of the Colo ny. 
>unaay after bunday, he not only proclaimed anqw 
his former heresies, but added continually to them 
till at length they have, since his separation, cul- 
minated in an open denial of the lawfulness^ if 
Scripture is to be our guide, of all worship of ou r 
Incarnate Go d. He published the sermons con- 
taining these heresies for sale throughout the land. 
I cannot think that any other course was open to 
me than that o f issuing the sentence ^f exc<^p jmn- 
nication yhich the Provincial Synod had declared 

"TEaintwould be my duty to issue, cutting off our 
offending brother from the communion of the fieiith- 
ful. Some, who profess to have no doubt as to 
Dr. Colenso*s grievous heresies, apparently thii^k 
that I should have disregarded the decision of the 
Synod, and have done nothiug. They say, — **_It is 
very doubtful whethe r you ought to ha ve done any- 
thing, seemg that the Privy Council had then declared 
tbat you had no legal or coercive jurisdiction." 

Kow let me for a moment pause, and examine 
what this kind of language involves. It raises 
what I believe to be one of the most important 

1 questions of this day, — the right of a Church to rid 
itself of unfaithful teachers by decisions of tribunals 
of its own appointment. The right to do this may, 
indeed, be more or less surrendered by Established 
Churches,, as is the case at this time in England, 
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where religious teachers, whose writings and doc-, 
trines her Synod has condemned, still hold cure of 
souls by the decisions of civil judg es, and stand up 



to instruct the people in the chief churches j)f th e. 
nieSopoiis. .But we are not an Establjah^d Chur ch. 



e are decjared by law to be a vpluQ.tary.i:eligi ou3 
association, in the same position, in no bettei y but 
Tn nqjvorse, than other voluntary religio us asso- 
ii atlfllis/^ inereiore, it we cannot through our 
^wn tribunals separate false teachers from our 
communion, no religious body ca n. 

** But this question, as to the tribunal, is just the 
point at issue/' it is replied. * * Was the Metropolit an 
t he proper judge in this cas e ? Aas not the highest 
court in the land declared that he had no jurisdiction 
in the matter ? " Surely there is a confusion of 
thought here. What has been declared is not th at he 
is n ot the propOT jud gejT or if not, there is none, 
b ut that h e has not g ot that " coercive jurisdictipn," 
foTo exteriorly with which the Crown endeavoured, 
but failed, to clothe him, and which was necessary to 
enable Lim to eject a Suffragan Bishop holding ofiice 
by Lettera Patent. T here has been no attemp t to 
t ouch the spiritual authority and jurisdicti on with 
which the Church was the instrument of clothing 
him — on the contrary, there is a recognition of it ; 
but if there had been, it ought not to have been 
acquiesced in, because such a question is beyond the 
sphere of a civil Court. JLf.I am a Metropolitan at 
alljjf t he right to separate a Bishop of the Pro- 
yince — or if that word is found fault with, of any 
portion of the Church — from the communion of the 
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Church, exists ; if the right and the duty to da 
this on certain occasions, and for certain causes, 
belongs to the Provincial Synod, or to the Metro- 
politan, or to both combined ; and if the act of 
separation was in this instance in accordance with 
the rules which the Church has laid down for her- 
self in such cases ; if the cause were a sufficient one, 
and was shewn before her tribunal to be so ; then 
there can be no ground to question either the 
reality or the justice of the proceeding. It canuot 
then be, as one has ventured to say, against law, or 
reason, or justice. To these points, which I have 
no right to assume, I will for a brief while address 
myself. 

Firsts as to tbe Excommunication itself. No one 
doubts that there was sufficient ground for it< I 
should have thought that every one would have 
felt that it had become a necessitY» especially now 
that we have before us the later development of the 
teaching of which mention has been made, and for 
which I have been long prepared. As the question 
however, has been raised , and language used^ gard- 
ing it which has greatly surprised and o^ tre^d 
^me, I w ould venture very earnestly to ask. Whether 
"IKe Church can, without the very deej>est sin, 
recognize as one of her ministers, in communion 
with herself^ one who has taught, and continues to 
teach, in spite of all her remonstrances, many fearful 
heresies, and amongst them this, that our Incarnate 
God ought not to be adored? Whether not to 
separate him from her communion would not be 



an act of unfaithfulness to that Lord? Whether 
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Churches or individuals that hold communion with 
him, do n ot go tar to cut themselvea off from co m^ 
munion witb Cbrist? Communion is the instru- 
ment by means ot wbich we are knit together in 
one, in Christ. It is an act of Christian fellowship 
— of spiritual oneness. It identifies those who 
join in it with each other. It establishes the closest 
and most intimate union. It is cruel to those who 
are in danger of being led into communion with 
false teachers, it is not charity to them, not to 
warn them of their danger. It is not safe for our- 
selves to make light of so grave a question. But 
has the separation actually taken place, and taken 
place in accordance with the rules of the Church 1 
This will depend, first^ upon the fact of my being 
Metropolitan. What is the evidence of this? The 
Judgn>ent of the Privy Council does not question 
the fact. It recognizes the^ office^ while stripping it 
of outward jurisdicUon. If, indeed, I am not a //"^ 
l awful Metropolitan, I am not a lawful Bish op,-^ 00 
and there is, in most of our Colonies, no lawful 
Bishop. For both offices are created in the same 
way, by the joint action of the Church and State. 
•Nay, the Metropolitans of Canada, New Zealand, 
South Africa, have a greater weight of authority for 
their ecclesiastical position, than any other Bishops 
in the Colonies ; for they were fixed upoVfor thei r 
r espective offices bya^ larg[e body of Bishops , sum- ff _ 
moned by the Archbishop of Canterbury, at the 
request of the Duke of Newcastle, the Queen's 
minister for the Colonies, to consider the question, 
and they were approved of by the Crown, ;; whereas 
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Sufi&'agan Bishops have heen appointed^ and DiO' 
o eses have been founded, often withour a ny con- 
sultation with the Church at home, or in the 
Colonies, upon the s o le recommendation of the 
Archbishop of OanterLury for the time be ing, as 
was the case with the See of Natal, and they have 
sometimes been appointed without even that recom- 
mendation. Dr. Oolenso does indeed question the 
right of the Bishops of the Church of England to 
decide whether there should be Metropolitans of 
our Colonial Churches. He says (" Bemarks," page 
20), " A resolution of certain Bishops is spoken of 
as a decision of the Church to which the Crown 
gave what force of law it was in its power to do. 
Convocation had no voice in the matter ; the Is ity 
we re not considted ; onl. Y ^a private conclave of 
Bishops, Eng lish and some Colo n ial, res olved that 
Tetropolitan s should be at once app6in te5, and 
then ibe concurrence and joint action of the Crown 
in this matter was sought and obtained. And this 
is called the action of the Church.*' 

Now, this is not a true statement of the case, for 
first^he whole of the Bishops of the Church of 
^!ngland, and all Colonial Bishops then in England, 
were summoned to that conclave ; andne^ they met 
by invitation of the Crown, througG its Minister, 
and Dr. Colenso has often during these controversies 
attributed great weight to the authority of the 
Crown, as representing officially the Laity, the em- 
bodiment of the lay mind and will; a nd last ly, their 
act has been recognized by the Churcb in thisTand, 
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and bj the Church of England herself in her Con- 
vocations. 

They who question the existence of a Metropol itan 
of South Afiica, in consequence of defect in the 
mode of appointment, must question the existence 
of the office altogether in primitive times, for tlie re 
is as full sanction for that office in Africa in this day, 
as ever there was in the Church of the three first 
centuries, or even at the Council of Nice. That it 
existed during those centuries cannot be questioned. 
It may, or may not, have originated with the 
Apostles. St. John may, or may not, have been 
Metropolitan of Asia, but there is no doubt that the 
Apostolical Canons speak (can. xxxiv.) of the offic e 
as in full vigou r at the time of their enactment, and 
Bin ^am ; 'ssixteenth chapter of his Second ^ Book will 
furnish sufficient authorities for those who have not 
the works of canonists like Van Espen, Durand, De 
Maillane, or Thomassin to refer to. 

The famous sixth Canon of the Council of Nice 
speaks of the office as having been in long existence, 
it does not create it — " Let the ancient cu sto ms b e 

rvioir^|;aina/l " It gaVO ItS SaUCtiOU tO whstt It /oUud, 

and what previous Councils had approved, and- 
stamped it with a new authority. It rests with 
A those who question the position of the Metropolitan \ 
\ of South Africa, to show that h e holds his office 
\ un der a lower sanctio n than the Metropolitans o f | 
\t be Church of ttie first tLree centuries ; or that a ny j 
other authority tha n that of Bishops was needed to -' 
giv e them ttieir gftatus and jurisdictio n. The consent 
of the State, still less its appointment, could not 
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have been needed, or given, before the Council of 
Nice, for the State was, up to that time, heathen, 
and persecuted the Church, 

The office, then, clearly exists. What are its 
functions i Have they been exceeded in this case 1 
How are we to judge in such a matter? The 
canons of the Church are the proper authorities to 
appeal to on such a subject. '^Bnt what canons?" 
says Dr. Colenso (Letter to Members of the Church 
of England, January 11, 1866, page 2). " You speak 
of the canons of the Church from the earliest ages. 
I desire to say for myself, and I believe I may say 
for the great majority of the Laity, .... . thatjy e 

reno g^iafi no laiya or cai ^ons of any Churc h in this 
ma tter, except those of our own Chur ch. . .... 

We have, therefore, nothing t o do with the canons 
of tli e Universal U nurch,^^ such as the Canons of 
Antioch, confirmed 1)y the General Council of Chal- 
cedon, to which the Bishop refers, ..,.•'* as 
forming part of the canon law of the English 
Church." He uses much the same language in his 
" Eemarks," page 20, and again page 8, where be 
sneers at me as " issuing sentences of deposition and 
bulls of excommunication as a Bishop of the Church 
of South Africa, justified by the Canons of Antioch, 
confirmed by the General Council of Chalcedon." 
Now what I have affirmed, almost if not altogether 
in the words of a learned canonist, and shall con- 
tinue to affirm, till I am shown to be in error, is 
this, that " The collection of t he Canons of A ntioch, 
confirmed by the General Council of Chalcedon, 
which embodied the fundamental principles of 
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Church law, and govenaed its practice, was adopte d 
hy JnH tjnia.T| iT|t o the civll law « and ihus passed 
into the law of most Christian States. That in the 
seventh and eighth century, it was received in 
England by the ecclesiastical and temporal powers, 
and thus became the law of the land. That it is 
the basis of the general law of the Churcl^. and, as 
received in England, of the common law, as relates to 
matters ecclesiastical. That this code is the inhe rit- 
^ce o f the Church in the Colonies , and the badge 
of its unioil with the Church of all ages — the surest 
guide to maintaining its unity for the future.'' 
(Charge, 1865, p. 21.) 

In many matters these canons have been afifected, 
as we all know, by subsequent canons, and subse* 
quent legislation; but they are the basis upon 
which is founded the metropolitical jurisdiction of 
the Archbishops of Canterbury and York ; and they 
are the rules which define the powers of these Metro- 
politans, except in so fiir as these have been affected 
by Acts of Parliament. They pii\fit ha tha mlpa by 
whiph Metropolitans of Churches in comm union 
w ith the Church of England , should guide th eir pro- 
c eedinys. a nd by which their powers should be regu- 
lated. It is to these "ancient canons," indeed, 
(especially the second Canon of the Council of Nice, 
and the eightieth of the Apostolic Canons,) that the 
Archbishops of the Church of England refer wh^n 
they consecrate Bishops^ to which the Archbishop 
of Uanierbury referred, as authorities by whose 
decisions he ought to abide, when consecrating 
Bishop Coleuso ; and the words which he uses on 
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such occasious have the full saDction of the State 
(which I suppose will have great weight with those 
who think that all spiritual authority is derived 
from the State), every portion of the Prayer-book 
being stamped with the authority of an Act of Par- 
liament What then is the authority with which 
\ *% these canons clothe the Metropolitan office ? 

They give him power to call provincial synods 
(Antioch. Can. xx.) and to preside in them (Antioch. 
Can. ix.). He is to have the care of the whole 
Province, to visit Dioceses, and correct abuses (Van 
Espen, pars i. tit. xix. cap. iii. sec. 3). He is 
to refer causes affecting the Bishops of the Province 
to the Provincial Synod. If a Bishop is accused, 
he is to be convened before the Provincial Synod 
(Apost. Can. Ixxiv., Council Carthage iii., Can. 
vii.). By Justinian^s Law he had power ^ t ^g hear 
^^us es upon^ appeal himself without a synod. Y et 
^tietber he could proceed so far as to dqg ose a 
Bishop by his sole authority is questioned (B ingham. 
bo<5k ii chdp. xvi. sec. 16). If he did depose alone, 
there lay, by- the same law, an appeal from his 
decisio n to the Provincial Syno d. It is his duty to 
take care of vacant sees within his Province ; and 
to supply the vacant see with a new Bishop. Van 
Espen says (pars i. tit xix. chap. iii. sec. 4), '' Hinc 
uuo consensu tradunt canonistae, de jure communi 
Metropolitanum esse judicem ordinarium suorum 
Suffraganeorum, et contra illos per solam querelam, 
etiam sine appellatione, pospe coram Metropolitano 
induci accusationes ; ipsosque Metropolitanos posse 
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quibusque censuris in Sufifragaueos ex justi cau8& 
agere, apertissime cuncedunt." 
. I think that I have now shown that th^ See of 
Capetown is a Metropolitan S og. if t|^ 6 sees named 
in the sixth Canon of Nice, or the other Metro^ 
poJitan Sees of the early Church, were really such. 
Tha t it has, ^i^hat they had not, the sanction of the 
State as well as of the Church. That it wants no 
s anction which, say for instance, t^ Metrgp olitans 
of Alexandr ia, Alexander and Peter and Dionysius, 
had, long before the Council of Nice. I think also 
I have shown that, in the course pursued with regard 
to the Bishop of Natal, the Metropolitan proceeded 
both in the way that the canons of the Church, 
recognised and received by the Church of England, 
required, and as the only precedents in that Church 
seemed to require him to proceed. That there wa« 
just and sufficient ground for his procedure ; nay, 
that it became a necessity to proceed, and that to 
liave shrunk from doing so, on account of the diffi- 
culties in the way, or the expense, or the pain and 
anxiety occasioned thereby, would have been an act 
of unfaithfulness to Christ, and to His body the 
Church, — would have been to betray the Lord. 

Upon what ground, I ask, cau men cast their 
imputations, as the Bishop of London has done, >^ 
upon us, and upon our acts? ypon what p'ound f i 
can any Bishops of the Church of England in Synod ' 
assembled hesitate to say that they, and the Church » ' 
wTTicn they represent, are hot Iri communion with. 
am_whom we have, God knows most unwillingly, 
been constrained to cast out? What law of mau . > 
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forbade our BeparatiQg from our communion ond 
.who has been proved to have taught many heresies, 
and now at length repudiates the worship of our 
adorable Lordi -What law forbids the Church of 
England doing this ) If human law does affect to 
constrain the Church to hold communion with Tin- 
believers, or teachers of fearful heresies, I ask with 
all seriousness, and with the deepest convictions of 
the gravity of the question , Js the law to be obey ed i 
Will not obedience to such a law compromise the 
st anding of ijie body t hat yields it in the kingdom 
of our Lord ? 

The sentence of Excommunication was not issued 
without much and anxious consideration. It was 
not determined on in Synod without long delibera- 
tion, and invocation of the Holy Ghost to guide us. 
The decision was unanimous. I had no right, even 
if I differed, or afterwards doubted, which I did not, 
to set aside the verdict of the Synod. I might, 
however, suspend it so long as there was hope of 
recovery. I ought to do this ; and I did so. 

Before issuing it delay w'as purposely afforded, — 
admonitions and remonstrances, an d at last te nder 
entreaties, were addre ssed. Theywere all in vaJn. 
t length the sentence was pronounced ; but not 
before another proposal had been made. I offered 
to submit both the judgment and the sentence 
which I had pronounced, and which had been agreed 
to by the other Bishops of the Province, for final 
adjudication, either — 

1. Tohis Grac e . the Archbiahop, o£-€y terbury, 
to be Heard by kim with the assistance of such othfit 
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Bishops of his Province as he may see fit to summon. 
— I put this prominently forward becau-se it seem-^' ^ 
to have been the course decided upon by the Crown'. ' 
and the Church at the foundation of the See, and 
marked out in the Letters Patent. 

2. To a synod or other gathering of the Bisho ps 
o f England, or of the United Church. 

3. To a synod or other gathering of such of t he 
Bishops of our communion throughout the E mpire 
BS can be assembled in London, for the hearing of 
the case, upon the invitation of his Grace the Arch- 
bishop of Canterbury. And I offered to use earnest 
endeavours to obtain a hearing of the case at the 
earliest possible period, by whichever tribunal he 
might prefer ; giving my reasons at the same time 
for declining to submit the cause to tribuuals not 
recognised either by the Letters Patent, or by any 
law binding upon me. 

My offers were not accepted. Instead of th^ m. 
jiounter-propositions were made. Dr. Colenso said 
Jn reply, " I appeal to you, as I have lately appealed 
to his Grace the Archbishop of Canterbury, to adr 
dress an humble petition to Her Majesty, praying 
that a Commission may be appointed to examine 
and report upon ray books, if you think they deserve 
to be condemned." (Letter published by Dr. Colenso, 
page 14). And agaiu, "I am quite ready to submit 
my writings, in accordauco with the provisions in 
your own Letters Patent, to the Archbishop of Can* -^ ') 
terbury, not, of course, to the Archbishop in person, \ .^ 

but . * . . sitting in bis Ecclesiastical 
Court;" i.e. to l)r. Lushington. " I reserve my yhrO 
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right of finally appealing to Her Majesty " (Letter, 
January, rbfiti). 

Now I have no right to assume that Dr. Oolenso 
was only trifling with the question, or that he was 
making proposals which he knew could not be ac- 
cepted ; for others appear to think with him. The 
Bishop of London thinks that I should bring Dr. 
Colenso's teaching before some court or other : 
(Speech in Convocation, June 28, 1866) : "I think 
it would be the right course for the Bishop of Cape- 
town, in stead of adhering with extraordinary te nacity 
to the step which has been declared null and void, 
to reconsider the matter , and endeavour to institute 
such proceedings as may be sustained by law ; and 
I do not believe that any difficulty stands in the 
way of his pursuing such a course." I feel it, 
therefore, due to myself to say why it would have 
been impossible for me to have complied with Dr. 
Colenso's invitation, and why I could not now com- 
ply with t he Bishop of Londo n^s i ndefini^^rop osal; 
)re Are only three courses which have been 
suggested, — the bringing the case, either by appeal 
or de Tiovo^ before the C ourt of Archy . or before 
the Judicial Committee of Privy Coun cil ; or by 
petition to the Queen to appoint a Commissi on, I 
will offer a few words on each of these. 

L ^s to_the Court o^ Arches. ^ I t is obvious i6 
remark that if the case could have been brought 
before that court by appeal, it would have been the 
duty of Dr. Coleuso to do so. He did not decide 
upon this. I do not see how he could have • been 
heard, if he had. It would, however, be simply 
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ridi culousjbr me to appeal aga inst my own judgment ..^ 
to^any cou rt! It is clear, i thin I?, from all that has iffTJ 
transpired, that t he Lettera Patent have not cloth ed ^ t 
t fae Court of Arches with any appellate jurisd iction 
over this Church. Whatever might be the power of 
the Crown, as rejjards the creation of courts, or 
clothing them with jurisdiction in this country, it 
is, I suppose, clear, as a constitutional question, 
that it cannot do this in England. It can neither 
create a court there by its sole fiat, or add to the 
jurisdiction of an existing court. 

But if this be so, as regards appeals, it i s equally 
s o as regards original jurisdiction . There is abso- 
Itiiely no ground whatever for supposing that the 
Archbishop of Canterbury, or his delegate, the judge 
of the Court of Arches, has any original jurisdiction 
over the Bishops of this Church. 

The case could not get, and ought not if it could, 
by any act of mine, into the Court of Arches , unless 
I were to prosecute Dr. Colenso for offences com- 
mitted by the publicatio n of Jiis works in London : 
and then I should be intruding upon tnefunctions 
and office and jurisdiction , of a Bishop of another "7 -z 
'^'77^fffti -^ hold, further, that it never was the m^ 




tej ition of the Letters Paten t to giv e jurisdiction to 0^^ 
t he Court of Arches over the Metropolitan of this -^ 
Province. _li would have been uncanonical to give 



to the court of one Metropolitan a jurisdiction over 
other Metropolitans; and the provisions of the Letters 
Patent are founded on the canon law, of which they 
are strictly observant. The appeal was evidently 
intended to be to the Archbishop in person, in his 



(j ^^1^ capacity as the dejacto Patriarch of onr Churches ; 
^J\ to give him patriarchal power over Colonial Churches, 
wich as he once had over Ireland. Dr. Lushington 
could not then, even if.it had been intended that 
he should, hear an appeal from that which is no 
court in the eye of the law. Neither could he hear 
the case as an original one. He has absolutely do 
jurisdiction as regards South Africa, or the Cliurch 
in this land. The question could not have been 
brought before him at all, except in a private ca- 
pacity, as an arbitrator. With every resfiect for the 
venerable judge, I do not think that it would be a 
becoming act in the Bishops of a Province to select 
him to decide for them whether they had given a 
right decision on matters affecting the faith ; — to 
select him in preference to the Archbishop, whose 
delegate he is, — instead of the whole body of the 
Bishops of England and Ireland — instead oF a 
National Synod. 

The question of my submitting my judgment, op 
the whole case de novo, to Dr. Lushington, and re- 
cognising him as my ecclesiastical superior, is really 
one which no one who had tboughTupon the subject 
fCould, one would have supposed, have entertained. 
Jt would have been to create, by consent, a juris- 
diction over this Church which would have been 
most burdensome and costly, and would prove fatal 
to its liberties. 

II. But why not bring the case bef ore the Judicia l 
Committee of the Privy Couucill Has not the 
Bishop of London said that he sees .no difficulty ia 
the matter ] He has openly declared, ^< I do not see 
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anything to ^prevent the case coming befor e the 
court, a nd to prevent your grace, the Archbishop 
of York, and myself, fr nm hmn^ tmmmn nt^A as 
asse asors at the Privy Council *' (Speech, June 28). 
£ut how is this 9 The Judicial Committee of Privy 
Council, in which these high ecclesiastics sit as 
assessors, is a Court of App eal, and in ecclesiastical 
matters a Court of Appeal solely for England. 
From jyhat court is the appeal to it j o lie 1 It can 
oiily lie, so far as I can discover, from the Metro- 
politan Courts of York or Canterbury. But how is 
the cause to get into those courts ? They have no 
jurisdiction, over us. or over, offences committe3''in 
uthlSffioa. The Judicial Committee of th e Privy 
ouncil could not, with the aid of the Archbishops 
a na J5isriop of.bondon as assessors, near tne cause 
as an original caus e. It is without any jurisdiction 
t o ^0 SQt^ There is no court in England which 
could bear this case in the ordinary process of the 
law ; and I should not feel at liberty to confer upon 
any court, by consent, a jurisdiction over this 
Church, which no law, human or divine, has given 
to it To do so would be, I repeat, to compromise 
the liberties of this Church, which I have no right 
to surrender; for it would be an admission that 
it has no inherent powers in itself to rid itself 
of unfaithful ministers. And it would be to lay an 
intolerable burden upon this Church. Henceforth, 
all discipline would be destroyed, for it would be 
impossible to exercise it except through the costly 
p rocess of an action before tne rrivy (Joun cil. / ' We 
should have to take all our causes, and our wit- 
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ness too, if required, 6,000 mileB, at an expense 

which would be ruinous to Churches which are 

^ . / . miserably poor. A wealthy prelate may ma ke lig ht 

Ici^l ^f ^jjjg^ l^yj. ^Q ^g j|. jjj ji matter of life or death. 

l!*here would be no discipline, and the /Church 
would perish. The o ost^lone, were there no hi^er 
grounds, would compel us to refuse to carry our 
ca uses, or our a pp eals, before the Fr ivy Council. 
It has been said indeed, without mucii thought, if 
the Colonies bear the cost of appealu to the Privy 
Council in temporal causes, why should they not 
in spiritual? The answer is, that de facto the 
appeal is not made except in cases where grave legal 
or constitutional questions are at stake, or where 
large pecuniary interests are involved, or where it 
is worth while to incur the cost in the hope of 
a &vourable decision. 

III. Then, why should not the Crown, all other 
plans having failed, be invited, as Dr. Colenso. 
suggests, to appoint a Commission to examine and 
report upon his works 9 

Surely no thoughtful person, conversant with 
history or with constitutional questions, could for 
a moment think such a course admissible ; for th e, 
law has given no s uch right to the Cr own, even 
in the case of the Establishment, and still less, 
in the case of the un'eBtablished volunt ary aago^ 
ciations, wh ich the Churches in the Colonies are.. 
JNayTmore, the power ^ich once was lodged in the: 
. Crown to do this was taken away by the Legisla- 
ture, as having been abused. To consent to such a 
course, would be, as I have often remarked, and as 
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I am glad to see Sir E. Palmer has affirmed (Speech 
before Master of the Rolls), to re-establish, with jour 
co ncurrence, the Court of High Commission fo r the 
government of the free Churches in our Colonies. 
That Court and the Star Chamber were destroyed 
in England as inconsistent with the liberties of the 
people. Such a court would not be tolemted for a 
si ngle day in mattera o f a civil character. Go d 
fo rbid that we snouid tolerate it in the more vita l 
^ estions of the faith. It would place in the hands 
oT tke minister^ of the day the right and the power 
to select any judges that he might please to define, 
for our Churches throughout the empire, what their 
faith should be. So suicidal a proposition could not 
have been accepted, as I believe, without betraying 
the cause of Christ, without an utter abandonment 
of the rights and liberties of the Church and of 
the people. 

Thus, then, matters stand at present. Dr. Colenso 
is deprived of his spiritual office aud f auctions by 
t he recognised tribunals of a branch of the Chur ch 
of Christ He is separated by those tribunals, in 
accordance with the Canons of the Church, from 
the communion of the faithful. He has still pos- 
session of his Letters Patent. He holds a titular 

Lce. He has no diocese, — no jurisdiction, — no 
s piritual authority . The clergy of the country re-^ 
pudiate him, — the faithful laity hold no commu- 
nion with him. He has followers, but they are not 
the faithful laity of the Church. 

The sentence of Excommunication was officially 
communicated by me to the Archbishops of the 
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Churches of England and Ireland; to the Metro* 
politans of our Colonial Churches, for the informa- 
tion of the Bishops of their respective Provinces ; 
to the Senior Bishop of the Church in America, aud 
to the Primus of the Church in Scotland. 

The Archbishop of Canterbury was also requested 
by me, in the name of this Church, to a3k_t he 
S^nod of the Province of Canterbury whether the 
Church of England was in communion with Dr- 
Colenso, and the heretical Church which he was 
seeking to found, or with the Bishops of the Pro- 
vince, who had separated him from their com- 
munion« The motive for this question could 
hardly, one would have thou^t, have been mis- 
interpreted. Dr. Colenso had dec lared that he was 
the one true representative Bishop ot' the onuTch of 
England ;— that in separating him from our com- 
munion we should separate ourselves from the 
communion of the Church of England, and set np a 
schismatical Church of South Africa. Souls were 
distressed, perplexed, misled by his assertions, and 
some had thereby been induced to hold communion 
with him, as we believe, to their own great loss. 
Bow our questioq «hniild. be construed into a 
^^ menace'* it is hard to understand, m ore especially 
as the reasons for proposing it were fully stated in 
the letter which conveyed it, and was read, I am 
informed, to the Synod. We had a right to believerr 
that a Synod of the Church of England wo uld be^ 
glad to disclaim communio n with one who had 
departed so widely from the faith, and yet claimed 
communion with it, and to strengthen the hands 
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of those who were defeuding the fiiith, by giving 
the answers which none but itself could give ; and 
which chanty to the souls for whom we are all, in 
our measure, responsible seemed to require. , 

Upon the receipt of the repUes to the questions 
put by myself, and by the Conference of the clergy 
and laity who met at Pietermaritzburg on the 29 th 
of June, 1865, the Church of Natal, recognis ed as 
being in communioii with the Church of Englan d, 
and judtlfltid by tU^ counsel and encouragement 
given on the subject of the choice of a Bishop for 
themselyes, met in Conference by invitation of the 
Yicar Greneral, on Oct. 25th at Pietermaritzburg, to 
consider what its duty might be. All the clergy, 
and all male communicants of the age of twenty-one 
years, were invited to atten d. I have not yet heard 
[hat was the re s ult of their meeting. 

Dr. Colenso himself, condemned' by every portion 
of the Church which has as yet spoken, — conscious, 
one would think, at length, that in no sense can his 
teaching, especially as to the worship due to our 
Incarnate Lord, be reconciled with the doctrines of 
the Church of which be still proclaims himself to 
be a Bishop, — still holds tenaciously to the title 
which is by law his, and to the status which it 
secures to him. 

Can nothing be done, men have asked, without 
the abandonment of any principle, or of the Church's 
liberties, to deprive him of this show of authority, 
which he refuses to surrender 1 I can do nothing, 
— nothing, at least, without ignoring my own office, 
— without a condemnation of my own acts, which 
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I still hold to be right and lawful acts ;— without 
slighting the Canons of the Church, without com-' 
promising, as I believe, the freedom of the Church. 
But is it so clear that others can do nothing 1 I 
o not myself feel sure that the Bishop of London 
an do anything, though others have thought so, and 
|I am not aware that he has ever taken a legal opinion 
n the subject. 

But I believe all Dr. Colenso's writings have now 
een published in London ; for one volume, at least,^ 
of his sermons, preached since his return to IS'atal,^ 
is at this time being republished there. 

Feeling so strongly, as the Bishop says he, does, 
that Dr. Colenso is wholly unnt to iiil the post of a 
Bishop of the Church, and disapproving, as he 
does, of the course pursued by mvsel^I viginturfl to 
invi te him to subiy it Dr^ Col enso 's writingg , ifne 
lawfully do^soj to tfie examin ation of an Ecclg^ 



siasti cal Court, a rid^ oo^ain i ts decision Upon those 
writingg. If the verdict of such a Court should be 
that they ar^^j^t in accordance with the teaching 
of the Church of England, I shc^uld^suppose that 
the Crown could, and would upon petition, cancel 
Dr. Colenso's Letters Patent ; ^^ hfliYinf repeatedly 
expressed his conviction that it ha<t the power to do 
this, and his readiness to submit to the decision of 
the Crown. (Eemarks, page 22.) 

The honour of the Church of England, I might 
also add its very safety, seems to me to demand 
that matters should not rest where they are ; for it 
is apparently in consequence of the possible legal 
rights which Dr. Colenso might have with regard 
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to the Church of England that the gjs>^Qi^i| ^ j>f the 

Provinc e of Canterbury hesitate? distinctly to^ say 

that the (jhurcn or Jiingiand neJd no comm u niou 

"With bim^ Knowing what communion means, — 



that it implies spiritual oneness, — union of tlie 
closest kindj^and that the holding of the Queen's 
Letters Patent by Dr. Colenso prevents the Church 
from saying that such union does not exist with 
one who denies that our Incarnate God ought to 
be adored, there b surely a cal l for t he ouly Bishop 
of the Churc h who can apparently move in the 
niat^]^ If he can do so, to submit the writings 
which have caused so great a scandal, and are 
bringing such heavy reproach upon the Church, to 
a court of law. The question is ode which no 
longer affects this portion of the Church. Dr. 
Colenso is not in communion with it. No human 

>wer will be j)ermit ted toforce him bac k upon ua, 
u nless by God*s grace he shouid be brought to 
•re pentance, and to the t ruth. 

But it IS not so^afLBome of , her Blsh o pssa y^with the 
Church of England . Has it*not thei^ecome abso- 
lutely necessary that it should be ascertained whether 
the law com pels her t o hold communion with here- 
tics; and if it should prove that it does, that she 
should demand an alteration of the law % There 
-are many who will wait with deep anxiety till some 
decision is arrived at as to the course to be pursued, 
under the avowals that have been made ; many who 
have loved to think that God was training, through 
His chastening discipline, the Church of England 
to be a mighty blessing to this earth, — to become 
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the centre .round which all who love Christ and His 
truth might gather, under the shadow of the true 
^and primitive constitution of the Church ; but 
she never can become un less she holds and 
maintains the faith of Christ above all earthlv 
>ings and treasures; and requires air who 
ItR tlflfftUthOHly, or claim to be in com- 
munion with her, to proclaim it in all its purity and 
integrity. 

P.S. It was not till I had written nearly the 
whole of this statement that I saw the speech of 

Dean Stanley^ in Convocation on the subject of the 

""^^ — triar7)f the Bishop of Natal on 29th June ; and 
the debates in the Upper House on the questions 
proi)osed by the Conference of clergy and laity in 
Natal. 

The speeches delivered on these occasions call for 
a few observations. 

I shall not discuss Dean Stanley's views as to the 
doctrines of the Church. Others have more to do 
with these than myself. It is with his statements 
as to facts that I propose alone to deal. These are 
enunciated in an elaborately-prepared speech, the 
accuracy of the report of which in the Gtuzrdian 
does not appear to have been challenged. Of the 
tone of that speech I will only sa y that it is u n- 
worthy of the Dean o f Westminster, X too, could 
use scornful and cutting words, as well as he. I 
have been tempted to do so, but have forborne, 
believing them to be unchristian, and believing also 
that Dr. Stanley will regret the language into which 
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he has been betrayed, and will yet learn to deal 
fairly, if not generously, with those to whom he is 
opposed. 

On the subject of the trial of Bishop Colenso, Dn 
Stanley, in illustration of his changes as to the 
** arbitrary way in which the Bishop of Cap etown 
proceeded against** the Bishop of Nat al, and his 
" deviation from justice and the law of the Church 
of England," — says (I quote from the report in the 
Guardian), ** The Bishop of Capetown assumed that 
even though these two Bishops" (Grahamstown 
and the Free State) "had differed from him^e 
would ecjually have had the right, as Metropoli tan, 
to depose the Bishop of Na tal.*' When told there 
was " no proof " of this, — he replies, * *But he s ays 
so himsel f; when the trial was over, he said, in 
efiect, that he was very much obliged to the other 
two Bishops, and that he took their advice only as 
the advice of assesso rs : and the sentence of Deposi- ' 
tion which he pronounced wa s entirely by virtu e of 
th Q^power vest>ed in him as Metropolita n. Hethus 
implied that, if they had given him aclvice contrary 
to that which they did give, he should equally have 
felt himself justified in deposing the Bishop of 
Natal ; so that the small residuum of check which 
the Synod may be supposed to have exercised over 
his proceedings is cut Iway by the fact that he 
acted upon his own sole responsibility as Bishop of 
Capetown, and quite independently of the Synod." 

Again, he says, — "I foresee. that someone will 
perhaps say that, although it is true the Metropolitan 
of Capetown claimed to himself the absolute power 
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of deposing Bishops and clergy on any ground that 
seemed good to him, yet stilV' &^' 

These few sentences contain several misrepre^ 
sentations, which I feel hound to notica 

It is clear that Dean Stanley had seen the proceed- 
ings of the Synod, as well as those of the trial, for he 
refers to them. He knew, then, thataSynodJbad been 

held J after the \ ]\V^^ hHJ^ffl^^^ "^^ *^^ nKarprpg ftprninaii 

"Ibishop Colenso, but before judgment was given ; that 
the Synod put forth a report of certain "Acts and Con- 
st itutions "adopted in such Syno d ; that amongst these 
was one, signed by all the Bishops present, in which it 
was stated that '^ the Metropolitan communicated to 
the Synod the sentence which he proposed to deliver^ 
after hearing the charges brought . . . and the grounds 
upon which he had arrived at his conclusien;" and 
that "the Synod desir ed to express its convic tion that 
the charges h a d been pro ved ; and its approval of the 
sentence about to be passed upon the Bishop by the 
Metropolitan." Wj[ ^ these facts be for e him , — with 
the knowledge that tlie MetropblUan" cCa not pass 
sentence without consultation with his Synod, — that 
its judgment was desired, — that the grounds upon 
which the Metropolitan had formed his own opinion 
were sulm iitfid t o the Synod , — that not its con- 
currence only, but its approval, was sought and 
obtained, all agreeing ; Dean Stanley does not shrink 
I from saying that jhe TB.etropoiitan ^* acted quite 
' In dependently of his Synod; and that he implied 
that, it' they liad given him advice contrary to that 
j which they did give, he should equally have felt 
( himself justified in deposing the Bishop of Natal.** 
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t ut may there not be something in ^he lanpr uage 
of the Metropol itan during the trial, or iu his 
judgment, to justify that charge f 

Dr. Stanley does not refer to any words of the 
Metropolitan in support of his accusation. I will 
supply his deficiency, premising only, as I have 
already observed, that the course actually pursued 
arose out of the position in which I was placed. . 
The Letters Patent made no mention of suffra gans • 
as assessors or co -judges. They speak only of the 
Metropolitan as hearing charges brought against 
suffragans, — " We do further will and ordain, that, . 
in ca&e any proceedings shall be instituted against 
any of the said Bishops of Grahamstown and Natal, 
when placed under the Metropolitical See of Cape- 
town, such proceedings shall be originated and 
carried on before the said Bishop of Capetown, 
whom we hereby authorize and direct to take cog- 
ni sance of the sa me/' But -they do not seem to 
ex clude the suffr ai ^ns, s o as to make their prese nce ' 
uiilawiuffTmf tti us invalidate the procee dings. 
They were, therefore, summoned to hear ilie casa 
Clearly, however, the judgment and the sentence, 
aooording to the provisions of the Letters Patent, 
inust be g iven by the Metropoli tan alone. The 
snltragans were present, because their preseuce was 
right and not forbidden. They did not give judg- 
ments, but opinions, because their doing so would 
not have bee n in accordance wjth tbe , pyoviaionB of 
the Letters Patent Had we departed from the 
course marked out in the Letters Patent, can any 
one doubt that the lawyers and Dean Stanley 

6 



\ 



4* 



82 DEAN STANLEY'S STATEMENTS EKAHINED. 

would have eagerly fastened upon the &ct; ,and 
made the most of it i Everything that could be 
done to guard the privileges of my comprovincials 
was done. 

The Canons require that a Deposition of a Bishop 

should be with the consent of the Synod of the 

Province. The Synod was called, and the matter 

/I ^1 ^*^^ before it. Had the suflfragans npt goncu iyed, 

FufA the deposition would have Wen uncanonical-^^bso- .• 



Jntely nulrandYOid. 

"IBiit w^aris tne language of the judgment itself, 
which Dr. Stanley has ingeniously perverted into 
a claim of absolute, uncontrolled, arbitrary power 1 
Everywhere the authority is shown to rest, so far 
as the terms of the Letters Patent admitted, not 
with the Metropolitan alone , but with the .E pisco- 
pate of the Prov ince. My very first words are, — 
'*T?he case wLicL has been brought before myself, 
an d the Bishops of this Provin ce ;'* and Immedi- 
ately again I speak of the " distress to the B ishops 
of c the Provin ce, call ed, as they are^ t o sit in judg- 
ment upon one who has been their fellow-labourer 
for so long a period." Further on I say, "The 
Bishops of the Province may, of their own accord, 
in the ir Synod , call the accused to account, hear 
iss his teaching, and acquit or,„condemn 
him." And at the ^ose^J^^say,,/^^ Considering the 
office of the accused — the almost entire absence of 
precedent — ^the novelty of my own position, and 
that of my brethren, who have. been my assessors — 
the gravity of the charges brought, — I would gladly 
have shrank, had it been possible, from the re- 
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sponsibilitj of acting, and have left this painful 
case to be dealt with by the Bishops and doctora of 
the mother Church. By general consent, however, 
it has been concluded that the burden must be laid 
upon the Metropolitan and Bishops of the Province^ 
all of whom have been summoned as my assessors 
on this occasion." Before giving judgment, I add, 
" In this opinion, and in the sentence which I am 
about to give, my assessors entirely a g ree." And 
m the sentence itself, I say, — "Whereas, on the 
said 17th day of November, we did, as such Metro- 
politan, hold a Court in the said Cathedral Church, 
having previously invited certain of the Bishops of 
this Province to be present as assessors^ and the 
Bishops of Grahamstown and of the Orange Free 
State being present with us as such assessors.^^ 
And again — " After due consultation with the said 
Bishops of Grahamstown and the Orange Free 
State, present with us as assessors, we do," &c. 

Everywhe re, except where it was absolute ly re- 
qu ired by the Eet t ers ^Patent that the Metro politan 
sho uld appear, the assessors are put f orward , 
though they are not even named in the instrument 
prepared and issued by the Crown. 

Dr. Stanley, professing historical accuracy, f ur- 
nishes a caricature. He does worse! he misleads 



the House by mis-statement s — I do not say that 
they are wilful — ^as to facts. This is m y first co m- 
plaint against him. 

• Duli lit) is not content with this. He proceeds 
next to state the principles laid down in the judg- 
ment, and again grievously misrepresents one who 
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could not easily reply. He says, " The Bishop of 
Capetown candidly confesses that the Thirty-nine 
Articles contain nothing whatever on som^j^f the 
doctrines alleged against the Bishop of iN'atal. 
But then he says (I am not, of course, quoting his 
exact words, I have not had time to refer to thei 



but in eflfeotne sa ys), That does not concern me in 
my capacity as Metropolitan of the Church of South 
Africa — I am not to he hound hy the Thirty-nine 
Articles. I take a much wider range. I go to 
Catholic antiquity, to a stream of divines, and to 
the concurrent testimony of remote ages of the 
Church. These are the grounds on which he pro- 
nounced the Bishop of NaJUiVs deposition. Now this 
opeus a very serious question." And again (he 
professes only to give the general sense of my 
wordfl )', — ^^i am not bouna py Tne juagments of 
the Court of Arches. I rule the Church of South 
Africa. I rule it upon principles which I choose 
to take from early and remote ages, and by them I 
will judge, condemn, and "deprive, the Bishops and 
clergy of my Province." What is my real language? 
(Judgment, p. 81.) "In forming a decision as to 
the soundness or unsoundness of the Bishop's views, 
/ shcdl he guided entirely hy the language of the 
Articles and Formularies^ including, of course, tlie 
whole Booh of Common Prayer, I do not mean 
thereby to imply that th ese are the only test a by 
which the Bishops of this Church" should try the 
teaching of her ministers. I atfl* of opinioil that - 
thQ ^ecjs JQ j^s of those Councils w high ^ ^ g Dh nrnk^nf 
England regarciis as CEoumeuicaT are the 
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highest authorities by which they could be guided ; 
aud the received faith of the Church Id all ages, 
even though not defiued by any Council, if it can 
be ascertained,— ^as for example, on such a question 
as Inspiration, in connexion with the Holy Scrip- 
torea — must also be a guide to the m, which cannot 
be ditiregaraed. In the present case, however, 
though I may refer to these authorities as illus- 
trating and confirming the doctrines of the Church 
of England, and compare the Bishop*s teaching with 
them, I shall n ot ^ base my judgment upon them ." 
Accordingly, each of the nine charges (not six, as 
Dean Stanley says), is compared wiih the written 
standards of the Church of England, and decided, 
(with a single exception, to which I will presently 
allude), hy thai test alone. My words are — "We 
have found it sufficiently proved, that certain of the 
said extracts ... do contain opinions, as charged, 
which contravene and subvert the Catholic Faith, as 
defined anj^ eocpressed in the Thirty-nine Articles of 
Religion y and the Formularies of the Book of Com- 
mon Prayer of the United Church of England and 
Ireland; and certain other extracts .... do in 
substance deprave, impugn, and bring into dis- 
repute the Book of Common Prayer." 

It is, therefore, s impl y untrue to say, as Dean 
Stanley has done, thatlhese were hot th^ grounds 
"o n which the Bishop of Natal was deposed. He 
has distorted and perverted facts to serve his ow n 
purpose, and to mislead the Lower Housj 
vocation^ 




e one point — there was only one, though Dean 
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Stanley says "some"— on which I ventured ta 
condemn Dr. Colenso*8 language, when it did not 
contradict any express statement or definition of 
the Church, was when he charged our Lord wi th 
crror^^^I ruled that there might be offences against 
le Church's teaching, though not condemned by 
the express words of any formulary, and I held, and 
still do hold, that this is such an offence. The sub- 
ject is discussed in a i)assage which is too long to 
quote, in pages 57, 58 of my Judgment. In de- 
ciding it, I say, — " Bearing these principles in 
mind, I must rule that in denying that the five 
books commonly, almost universally, in all ages, 
ascribed to Moses, were not really written by him, 
and in attributing tbem to Samuel, the Bishop does 
not contradict the_ express language of the Chu rch 
of England . ... But is it lawful for the Bishop 
to teach that Samiiel, and p^ot Mosm^ was the 
author of the Pentateuch 1 I think no t . . . . It 
i nvolves th e rejectio n of our Ltord's autno4ty .... 
And this is one of those instances to which I have 
just referred, in wh^jch there _ma^ be an off ence 
as jainst the Church's teaching, while there is none 
agpinst the express language of the Articles an d 
Formularies." 

--— Nttw; as Dean Stanley says, ** this opens a very 
serious question," — a question which requires veiy 
different treatment to that which it has received 
at his hands. The principle which I have affirmed 
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I. That the decisions of Councils which the 
Church of England regards as (Ecumenical^ on 
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matters of faith, are standards, iu addibioii to our 
Formularies, " by which the Bishops of this Church 
should try the teaching of her ministers." 

II. That besides the se. " the received faith of the 
Church in all ages," , . "on such a question as 
Inspiration " . . *^ must also be a guide to them 
which cannot be disregarded," 

As to the first of these, Dr. Stanley suggests that 
it would lead to intolerable and absurd results. 
He says that, according to the principles thus laid 
down, I should be entitled to appl y all th e Canons 
of the Council of Nice, and the provisions of the 
Apostolical Canons, on such s ubjects as th e "celi- 
bac y of the cler gy." in dealing with offences of the 
clergy^ and that if the Lower House of Convocation 
recognised the deposition of Dr. Colenso, it would 
be sanctioning this principle. 

Now, in the first pla ce, I did in my Judgment 
expressly limit the authority of (Ecumenical Coun- 
cils to matt^ra of faith. Their decisions were to be 
standards by wbich the^ " Bishops of the Church 
should try the teaching of its ministers." In say- 
ing this, I declared nothing more than was authori- 
tatively affirmed at the Beformation, in an Act to 
which (page 64) I referred. I spoke of "those 
great (Ecumenical Councils whose decisions upon 
questions of heresy were made binding ou the 
Church of England, by the Act of 1 Eliz. cap. I. 
sect. 36." 

An d next, I not only never affirmed that the 
CanoCs of discipline, either of General or of other 
Councils, w«re binding upon the clergy of this, or 



88 DEAN STANLEY'S STATEMENTS EXAMINED. 

other Churches of the English Cbmmunio ii, bat I 
have eipresslir limited their 'authority , as I have 
shown elsewhere in this Statement. They are 
binding on us only i n so far as they have been 
re ceived by the Chinch ^ England, and have been 
a cknowledged as in force by our Ecc lesiastical 
(jourts. Dr. if^tanley has therefore again mis-stated 
TEe position of his adversary. I believe that posi- 
tion to be impregnable. 

But what o f the other proposition affirmed by 
me, and which he assails 1 Is it not full of danger ? 
I beg that it may be judged of by my own language, 
and not by Dean Stanley's account of that language. 
What I have said is that " the received faith of the 
Church in all ages, on such a subject as the In- 
spiration of the Word of God, cannot be di s- ' 
reptrded ." That is, I hold to the old rule of St. 
Vincent of Lerins, as to *' quod semper, quod ubique, 
quod ab omnibus." 

Now the Dean has both misrepresented my rule, 
and has drawn conclusions from it for me, which 
might flow from his caricature of that rule, but are 
impossible to be drawn from the rule itself. He is 
good enough to put words for me into my mi>utb . 

s my spokesman, he says, — " I am not to be 
bound by the Thirty-nine Articles; I take a much 
wider range. I go to ^ Catholic antiquity ; ' to a 
'stream of divines,' and to the concurrent testi- 
mony of remote ages of the Church. These are the 
grounds on which he pronounced the Bishop of 
Natal's deposition .... I do not think that the 
Bishop of Capetown specified exactly the period 
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from which his precedents were taken. They might 
hare been taken from the second, third, or fourth 
centuries, or the period of the first four General 
Councils ; or the first seven ; or the first 1,000 
or 1,500 years." And then he proceeds to show 
the evil fruits of the principle he is con- 
demning. ,^ 

^ What will he the consequences if any one of / 
these Metropolitans may go back to any period f 
of the Church in which he can find a ' concurrent ' 
testimony' in favour of any particular doctrine on 
which he finds no expression of opinion in the 
Thirty-nine Articles, or may even find in those 
Articles a contrary opinion? Yon may arrive at 
this kind of conclusion. In remote times you may 
find a concurrent testimony in favour of the Im-^ 
maculate Conception, against which, it may be said, 
that no opinion has been expressed in the Thirty- 
nine Articles .... If, therefore, some Bishop did I 
not teach the doctrine of the Immaculate Con- I 
ceptiou, it is quite possible that some Metropolitan I 
who felt strongly in favour of it, would be equall£> 
justified in depriving him of his Bishopric." 

Now, in reply to all this, I say (first), that I ex- 
pressly limited my assertion to that which had been 
'' the received faith of the Church in all ages." I 
did not speak vaguely and indefinitely about a 
" stream of divines," and *' Catholic antiquity," nor 
did I claim to select the second, third, fourth, seventh, 
or any other century, as my standard. I spoke dis- 
tinctly, definitely. My words had exclusive refer- 
ence to 'Hhe received faith of the Church in all 
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Art.inlpa nf ^.hfl flhyrfil^ nf " England were not fra med 
a a^ ooDflDendium of all theological t ruth ; that they 
were not put forth as a statement of the whole faith 
as received hy the Church of England, but were 
chiefly meant to meet the errors which prevailed at 
the period of the Reformation, both in the Church 
of Rome, and in bodies which had separated from 
that Church. There are questions which were not 
debated then, and as to which, therefore, no Article 
was framed. The Inspiration^ of Holy Scripture is 
on e such question^ it was one of those subjects to 
which the language of our Sixth Article may be ap- 
plied — " Of which there was never any doubt in the 
Church." I claimed, therefore, as our inheritance, 
that which could be proved to have been received 
by the Church as part of the faith in all ages. And 
in doing this I am uot at variance with an authority 
to which Dr. Stanley attaches more weight than I 
am prepared to do. The Court of Arches has ad- 
mitted tha t it is possible that there may be offences 
against the teaching of the Church of England other 
than those expressly provided against by the Formu- 
laries. Its language is, '' It is indeed a question of 
deep importance whether or not there may be 
offences against the doctrine of the Church of 
England which cannot be included within the 
-Articles and Formularies ;" and again, " I think it 
true that, though nowhere distinctly expressed, the 
Articles were framed upon certain assumptions of 
fact and belief, in which it was then taken for 
granted that all Christian men were agreed.'* 
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If the principles which Dr. Stanley and others 
contend for are just, and their assertions as to the 
right of any clergyman to teach any error not con- 
demned by our Articles be true, what is there to 
prevent one who holds that Mahomet, is God*8 
great Prophet, from teaching in our churches that 
he was ml The error is not expressly denoun ced 
i n the Thirty-ni ne Articles, and consequently would 
not be punishable in Ecclesiastical Courts. Preachers, 
whose writings the Church has condemned, are ad- 
mitted, by favour of the Dean, to instruct the mem- 
bers of the Church from the pulpit of Westminster 
Abbey. In t he prog ress of liberal ism, we may live 
to see the same post occupied bv V>p|jfivfii-« in, tha 
Di vine Mission of Maho met. 

I am at one with Dr. Lashington in my view. 
But does Dr. Stanley really mean to say that the 
received faith of the Church in all ages is not to be 
the faith of the Church of England ? that her mini- ^OC^ % 
sters are at liberty to reject it? It would almost 
seem as if he did, for he condemns me for my sup- 
posed assertion that the faith of the whole Church, 
maintained consistently for the first 1,000 or 1,500 
years, is our faith. And this apparently for reasons 
the most surprising — "In remote times you may . 
find a concurrent testimony in favour of the Im- 
maculate Conception.'' I had thought otherwise ; I 
had imagined that we refuse to receive that modern 
dogma as an article of faith, because not taught in 
the Word of God ; because not t he received faith of 
the Church in all ages. Is it because the rule that 
I abide by excludes rationalistic novelties, and pre- 
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serves to us the faith, once for all delivered, without 
either addition or diminution, that Dr. Stanley so 
denounces it 1 At all events, while abiding by this 
rule, a Metropolitan of Africa can never lawfully 
depose, as the Dean seems to dread, a Suffi*agan, 
either for having black hair, or red hair, or some 
personal defect ; nor yet '' for using incense, or for 
not having altar lights, for not elevating the Sacra- 
ment, for not having wafer-bread, or the like." Is 
it quite certain that English Ecclesiastical Courts 
will not think that they have greater power; or, 
having it, be less forbearing 1 

The Dean of Westminster is equally unfortunate 
on the subject of appeals. I give a lengthy passage 
from his speech on the subject : '' The Bishop of 
Natal consented to appeal to the Primate, in his 
official capacity in the Court of Arches, which' 
would have given him a further right to appeal 
to the Privy Council ; but that the Bishop of Cape- 
town would not allow. Such an appeal as the 
^shop of Capetown was willmg to^ grant, no c lergy- 
man and no Bish op coTiri accept , for it was "merely 
an appeal to one who, however mild and gentle he 
might be, could give him no security that he should 
have a fair trial. He would have afforded him a 
hewing, no1y*as< ar great officer of Church and State, 
but in his pi'ivate room, as a . prisai&. individual ; 
and he h^ moreover, be en writ i ng private letters 
to the ^^ishop of Ca peto wn' ^nd tSeTDeanM^ M antz- 
mrg, which were not intended to be published, but 
which had come before the world, and from which 
it appeared that the distinguished and venerable 
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person to whom this appeal, ia his private capacity, 
would lie, had already committed himself to the 
opinions of^tlie Bishop of CapetownT The Bishop 
of Natal knew very well that he should have been 
appealing to one who, although he knew that he 
might have to sit in judgment on the case, had yet 
committed himself so strongly to the adverse opinion 
that the whole matter was prejudged. It would 
have been perfect insanity in the Bishop of Natal to 
have appealed from the Bishop of Capetown to the 
Archbishop in his private capacity, when he had 
already pronounced judgment against him. The 
amendment of Chancellor Massingberd, therefore, 
will have no value in this matter, unless he carefully 
draws a distinction between this private appeal, 
granted as a matter of favour to an individual pre- 
late who had already prejudged the case, and an 
appeal in the face of day to an English court of 
justice, and with that further right of appeal which 
an English court of justice allows." 

Now, all this is calculated greatly to mislead. 
Would any one, who read or heard these words, 
believe that the Metropolitan, at the time of the 
trial, expressed not only the willingness, but the 
satisfaction, with which he should see an appeal to 
Canterbury, or to the BishoDs of the Chi,^rfh of XVl 



E ngland generall y, if ^it were thought fit ; that not 
one word was then said as to whether it would lie 
to the ^chbishop in person or to the Court of 
Arches -^that instead of appealing. Dr. Colenso 
"protested;" gave notice that he would treat the 
fientence " as a nullity, void of all force and effect," 
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and would ''if thereuuto advised, appeal from, or 
otherwise contest, the lawfulness of these proceed- 
ings;" that he did not appeal, but petitioned the 
Crown ; that while there was a probability (I may 
' say a possibility) of any appeal being made to him, 
] his Grace the Archbishop of Canterbury ex pressed 
no opinion ] 

he~ trial was concluded December 16, 1863. 
The Archbishop's letter, published by the Dean of 
Maritzburg, was dated October 8, 1865^ two years 
afterwards. All this is not creditable to the Dean's 
accuracy; nor was it fair to leave the impression 
upon the House that that was the only course al- 
lowed. 

If either the Privy Council or the Court of Arches 
could, or would, have heard Bishop Cole nso, he neede d 
not to wait for my consent. He might have made 
Tiisappeal, and given notice ; but this he did not. 
It was after two whole years' ^refusal or omission as 
to an appeal, tha t t^e offer came again from m e (the 
I trial was in December, 1863, my offer in December, 
1865), to submit the case either to the Archbishop 
^/l in person, or to "ITie 'Bishops of the United Church 
" of England and Ireland, or to a National Synod, 
including Colonial Bishops. The offer was declined, 
[and the impossible alternative proposed, of which I 
lave spoken before. 

I have nearly finished my very disagreeable duty. 
There remain, however, one or two minor points 
which require a very few words. 

The Dean of Westminster told the Lower House 
of Convocation that, if it recognised the deposition 
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of Dr. Colenso, it would "assert that^ \\\% Metre^u^flj 
politan **has the power of depriving a Bishop of his C^^^^ 
office without any appeal to any court whatsoever." 
N ow, if by the word " court" the Dean n leant a^^^^^^^> 
court established by law in England, he merelyy^ X 
ut tfauil jyfiat ii^ a truism . An appeal cann ot li/ jr 
from that which is not a court in the eye of t he law,' 
to that whic h is. That there is no appeal to Eccle- 
siastical Courts is the result of the position, which 
we are ruled to hold, of a purely volu ntary associa- 
tion. 

il if the Dean meant th^t I had affirmed that 
there was no "redress" from an unjust sentence of 
the Metropolitan, and that the House ought not to 
lend itself to such an assumption, I beg leave to 
refer him to my letter to the Dean of Can terbury, 
in reply to the Bishop of London's Cbaplain^s article 



i n the (jontemporaf^ Revm o^m which I have fully 
entered into this subject. ' 

I hav never said, or implied, that there is no 
authority in the Church which can revise or rescind 
the judgment of a Metropolitan. On the contrary, 
in my own case I have repeatedly affirmed that, 
very probably, the Archbishop of Canterbur y has 
thisright, and that certainly he may be overruled by 
the Provincial Synod ; and after that by the National 
Synod. I have over and over again, in publications 
during these last ten years, said this. 

Both the Dean of Westminster, and some of the 
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Bishops in the Upper House of Convocation, speak 
of the smallness of the court that tried Dr. Colenso. 
I should have rejoiced if it could have been larger. 
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We made it as large aa we could. If the Church 
will help us to found a few more sees in Africa, 
the complaint will not occur again. But I would 
remind objectors that the lives, liberties, property, 
of Her Majesty's subjects, all over the world, are 
frequently at the disposal of a single judge ; that 
the Supreme Court in this country consists only of 
three judges. But, perhaps it will be said, *' These 
are judges trained to weigh evidence impartially 
and carefully, who have no ''theological bias to 
distort their judgment. You are ecclesiastics, and, 
as such, under the influence of strong party and 
professional feelings." I suppose that this lies at the 
root of such objections as Dr. Stanley has raised. 

If so, I must remind him and others, I. That 
ecclesiastics have been the chief judges in spiritual 
questions, from the foundation of Christianity unto 
this day, in nearly every part of the world, including 
England, till within the last thirty years, when 
by an accident per incuriam they ceased .to be. 
II. That experience has shown, both in England 
and in Natal, that ^ajyil judges are by no m eans free 
fro m bias on religious question s. IndeeH^ l venture- 
[o"8ay, that the decis'Ions of civii hinges on reTigfous 
[uestions during the last few years have' don e a 
rreat A^ai io shake confidence in the administration 



'^ ^of justice by our courts of law . They have 
lowered the position of judges in the eyes of many. 
III. That in our Army and Navy professional men, 
quite as liable as ecclesiastics to professional pre- 
j udices, have the characters, prospects, lives, of their 
subordinates, under their control ; and that there is 
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Dot the check upon them that there is upon us 
through sitting in open court. 

T he Bi shop of Oxford so completely answered 
the objection tnat L>r, Colenso's deposition was 
unjust because he had never been heard in his 
defence, that I scarce think it necessary to say a 
word upon this point 

He was, however, present by his agent during 
the whole trial. He was heard, so far as he desired 
to be heard. He said, ^^ I think it better to state at 
once the answer which, if you have any jurisdiction 
in the matter, I have to make to the charge brought 
against me. I admit that I published the matter 
quoted in the articles annexed to the citation ; but 
I claim that the passages extracted be read in con- 
nexion with the works from which they are taken. 
And I deny that the publication of these passages, 
or any of them, c onstitutes any offence against th e 
la ws of the un it ed Church of England and Ir eland." 
Again, — " J^'or krther explanation of my meaning 
in some of the passages objected to, from my Com- 
mentary on the Epistle to the Romans, I beg to 
refer your Lordship to a letter which I addressed 
to you, in reply to one from yourself. I desire, also, 
to request your attention to the Preface to Part III., 
a copy of which I forward by this mail." 

Again, — " I have instructed Dr. Bleek, of Cape- 
town, to a ppear before your Lordship on my behalf.'^ 
. . . . " Secondly, to read this letter . . . . as my 
defence" The letter alluded to was read in open 
court, and is printed with the other documents in 
the volume recording the transactions of the trial. 
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But suppose there had been no defenc e. Is the 
refusal of a person to defend himself a reason for 
judge quashing the whole proceedi ngs ? Ought 
e or ought he not, to hear the case, and decide it 
to the best of his power ? What would the B ishop 
o f St. David^s do in such a case with a cler gyman 
o f his diocese ? What would any civil court do? 
That one ought to surcease may be a very conve- 
nient doctrine for criminals, but it is doubtful 
whether it would be promotive of justice. 

I have said that I do not feel called upon to 
touch upon the Dean of Westminster's views to 
which he has challenged attention, or to vindicate 
my judgment from his criticisms. To one or two 
points, however, I perhaps ought to draw attention. 
Dean Stanley assails my judgment because, as he 
says, I do not condemn Dr. Colenso for differing 
from the Articles and Formularies of the Church, 
but from " Catholic antiquity." The charge I have 
shown to be untrue. B ut, curiously enough , when 
he undertaken Dr. Colenso's defence, he himself 
oes to ^C atholic anti qnity^^* and a' "strea m of 
ivmes.** iTe says, iryou condemn Dr. Colenso, 
y<jJT musl condemn Gregory oLjNy ssa , and sundry 
other eminent men, both in ancient and modem 
times. It had been more to the purpose if he had 
shown that Dr. Colenso's language was in accordance 
with the Formularies of the Church, which is what 
he omits to do. He misrepresents the course which 
I have pursued, and denounces me for it ; but, wh en 
ha yiah^a jj^ ^ Icar his olieut, he adopts nimsel^ the 
course which he had condemned. 
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On the subject of the Atonement, he says, '' The 
Bishop of Natal, in his Commentaiy on the Romans, 
although he says we may use the phrase that God 
reconciled to Tnan^ yet declares that, on the whoU^ h 
prefers thd more Scriptural expression that man is 

reconciled to God." Dr. Stan ley giv es no reference* . 

and I can find nosu ch passage , as he speaks of_ 
What "Dn " Coienso says (page 97) is this, — "The 
Apostle does not say that God is reconciled to us, 
but that we are reconciled to God. The differervce in 
the meaning of these tioo exp^^essUms is injinite,^* i,e. 
the difference between his own view and that 
affirmed by the Second Article is infinite. 

Again, on the subject of Justification, Dean Stanley 
says, speaking of my judgment, ^' We must regard 
this as j^irt uallv amounting jo ■a declaration th at it 
is i ntolerable jor ^any Bi ^op to declare that any 
heathen are saved." And yet he had these words of 
m y judgment befi r>rft*TiijY^' "^^TltflLr^ the Bishop con- 
tentedhimself with affirmingthat our Lord redeemedx 



all mankin d ; that His sacrifice was'ofiered tor the sins 
of the whole world ; that we know not how far His 
meritorious Cross and Passion may avail for those 
who never heard of His Name, or of His sacrifice 
of love ; that God*s mercy ^.nd love might exceed 
His own gracious promises ; that, being the Lamb 
slain from the foundation of the world, Christ's 
redemption looked backward as well as forward, 
and might have an efficacy beyond what we had 
been willing to admit, — he would have expressed 
himself as many within the Church have without 
challenge expressed themselves before now. The 



)>'»• 




'/ 



100 DEAN Sl^Al^LET^B STATEMENTS 

Churcli has not dogmatized on such matters'' 
(pages 19, 20). 

Again, he says, — "It is quite true that the 
Bishop of Natal believes that there was in the 
human nature '' of our Lord " a partial knowledge, 
and therefore a partial ignorance.'* 

J)r fi».^ley knows full well that theJBish op 
tfl^h t far mo re tlian this, — ^that he ta ught t hat 
feur Lord had erred . I'he language of the j ndgment 
/L ^ is as follows : — f * The question which the Bishop has 
raised is not a light one. It is not a mere question 
of words. If, as he affirms, our Lord while on 
earth was ignorant and liable to error, — if he 
quoted fiction for fact, legends for history, — if he 
mistook altogether the character of the Bible, be- 
'\ lieved a mere human composition to be the Word 
of God, — believed that God had really spoken to 
Moses when He had not, — made blunders about 
the most important matters, as to which it has 
fallen to the lot of Bishop Colenso to set Him 
right, — ^then, if these things be so, we have no sure 
ground for our faith. Mistaken on one point, He 
whom we call Lobd may have been so on every 
matter. We could not admit the Bishop's state- 
ments without shaking to its very foundation the 
whole Christian faith, as a revelation from God.'' 
(Judgment, p. 68, 69.) 

1 believe I have now given a full statement as to 
all that has hitherto ttdsen place in this unhappy 
case ; and have explained all that has been misap- 
prehended in our proceedings. I have also, so &r 
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as I know^ met every objection worth Doticing that 
has been raised to the coarse pursued. It was due 
to myself, — due to my brethren who have acted 
with me, — due, above all, to the Church, that I 
should break the silence which I had hoped to 
maintain, and give such information as it was in 
nay power to give. I trust now tha t I may be 
pe rmitted U> JU l l back into retirem ent, and dev6te 
myseK -exclusively to- those duties which the-'Bad 
troubles that have come upon Ihis^'Ghurch have 
greatly interfered with. 



Bishop's Court, 

October 29th, 1866. 
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